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Introduction 

1.1 Development of the New Key 

Through the impact of structural linguistics the notion that 
language is primarily a structured system of perception and arti- 
culatory habits has been gaining wider acceptance among foreign 
language (FL) teachers in the course of the past two decades. As 
a consequence the objectives of FL instruction are shifting toward 
emphasis on the audio-lingual skills, i.e., listening comprehension 
and speaking, particularly in the initial stages of instruction. 

Audio-lingual oriented FL teaching methods are the heirs of 
the "Army Method" evolved in the early nineteen forties. When 
the Armed Forces became aware of the need to train thousands of 
Americans to understand and speak — not read — such "exotic" languages 
as Burmese, Korean, Malay, Serbo-Croatian, etc., the FL teaching 
profession, after two decades of grammar-translation method had 
neither the training, experience, nor inclination to assume the 
burden. Fortunately, since the early thirties a small group of 
scholars had been evolving out of traditional comparative philology 
and in contact with cultural anthropology, a new academic discipline 
linguistics , the study of language as an end in itself, and had 
applied some of the new theories of language design to the descrip- 
tion of American Indiana languages, languages where Witten texts 
did not exist, and which could be described only by the analysis 
of the sounds the speakers emitted. Also, largely through the 
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foresight of Mortimer Graves, its Executive Secretary, and with 
the collaboration of the Linguistic Society of America, the ACLS 
(American Council of Learned Societies) launched, with Rockefeller 
Foundation support, the Intensive Language Program directed by 
J. Milton Cowan. A group of linguists was gathered to prepare 
descriptions and pedagogical materials for languages not generally 
taught in American universities and to design intensive language 
courses.' 1 ' t 

In 19^3 the Intensive Language Program was adopted as the pro- 
totype for the language and area courses of the Army Specialized 
draining Program (ASTP), and in two years more than 15>000 service- 
men learned 27 different languages in 55 colleges and universities. 
Despite the wide public acclaim which these various linguist -inspired 
programs met, the walls of academe were on the whole impervious to 
their effect, and while bitter recriminations and condescending re- 
joinders were exchanged between traditional language teachers and 
the new upstarts, only at Cornell University did the new method 
gain a foothold, aand then only after the importation of a high-powered 
team of linguists and a complete administrative reorganization of 
the FL teaching curriculum. Unfettered by the heavy burden of the 
philological and literary tradition. Government agencies not only 
adopted the Army Language Method but refined and developed it further 
so that, today* the Army Language School (Defense Language Institute* 
West Coast Branch) and the Foreign Service Institute of the Department 
of State (FSI) offer the most sophisticated language instruction in 
the greatest number of languages to be found in this country. It 
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does not come as a surprise, therefore, that when Sputnik panicked 
the foreign language profession into overhauling the establishment, 
it was toward these strongholds of intensive FL instruction that 
innovators turned. 

It was mainly through two collaborative projects that audio- 
lingual oriented FL instruction based on the theoretical premises 
and illustrating the techniques of the Army JYfethod made a significant 
impact on the secondary school and college levels. As a result of 
the Conference on Criteria for a College Textbook in Beginning 
Spanish sponsored by the Modern Language Association (MLA) and held 
in the spring of 1956, a small group of linguists and language 
teachers produced Modern Spanish , an elementary Spanish textbook 
patterned on the FSI Basic Spanish Course. Two years later, 
pursuant to a research contract between the U.S. Office of Education 
and the Glastonbury, Connecticut Public Schools, under terms of the 
National Defense Education Act (NDEA), the A-LM (Audio-Lingual 
Materials) series was launched to coincide with the first NDEA Title 
VI Secondary School Teachers 1 Foreign Language Institutes. Both 
Modern Spanish and the A-LM differed from traditional elementary 
language texts not only with regard to the learning principles and 
teaching techniques implicit in the material they contained, but also 
by the fact that the authors sought to control the pedagogical condi- 
tions under which these materials were used by spelling out classroom 
procedures. A-LM French is not a textbook but a teaching "package" 
with student workbook and discs, a complete set of tapes recorded by 
native speakers, and a teacher* s guide which leaves .little room for 








regression to traditional techniques. Thus, A-LM materials require > 
of the classroom teachers that use them, adherence to the principal 
tenets of the "New Key", as the adapted Army Language Method came to 
be known. 

1.2 Definition of the New Key 

What is FL teaching in the New Key? This question is best 
answered by reviewing rapidly the fundamental principles about 
language learning held by the linguists associated with the Intensive 
Language Program and its immediate heirs. 

<4 

l) Primacy of sound . During World War H linguists were called 
upon to design and implement courses whose main objective was to 
train students to communicate effectively with natives of countries 
to which their duty might call them. Common sense dictated focusing 
entirely on spoken speech patterns. Also from their experience with 
pre-literate languages, it was obvious to linguists that sound was 
primary and writing only a secondary derivative. Western man with 
his deeply ingrained orthographic habits is wont to forget or refuse 
to accept this difference and to deal with linguistic data in terms 
of a string of letters separated by spaces, yet the construction of 
sound audio-lingual oriented materials depends on a clear grasp of 
the relationship between speech and writing. When one asks the 
average educated American layman to give the rule for the formation 
of the regular noun plural of English, i.e., to relate cat and cats . 
dog and dogs , horse and horses , the answer is invariably a confident 
"one adds -s. or -es. " But this type of formulation is not particu- 
larly useful to a foreigner who is interested first and foremost in 
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speaking accurately. He must know (l) how many different suffixes 
there are and how each sounds,, and (2) since several are involved, 
the basis of selection among the variants. A linguist might state 
the rule as follows; to form the regular plural of a noun one adds 
/Ez/ if the noun ends with the consonants /szcjsz/, for example, 
rose/roses , church/ churches; one adds /s/ if the noun ends with a 
voiceless consonant, with the exclusion of those mentioned previously, 
for example, cat /cats , lip/lips; finally one adds /z/ elsewhere, for 
example, radio/radios , dog/dogs 4 bird /birds . bee/bees : note that 
there is no isomorphism between the written and the spoken language 
rules. From a different point of view, reference to the written 
language to explain the spoken language is dangerous for the former 
does not have machinery to represent many of the phonic features 
which keep words and phrases apart. In English, for instance, there 
are differences in stress levels: as many American presidential 

hopefuls have discovered to their chagrin not every white house is 
the White House . 

2) Xhtensiyenesg . Since linguists viewed language as a complex 
aggregate of various sets of sensory and motor habits, they concluded 
that nothing short of relentless repetition leads to audio-lingual 
fluency. Even native speakers of a language are quite unable to 
describe these habits, most of which lie beyond their threshold of 
awareness and little profit is derived from the memorization or 
explication of rules. Hie principal activity of the foreign language 
classroom is constant imitation and repetition of a native model, 
mim - mem . As Leonard Bloomfield, the leading theoretician of American 
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war-time applied linguistics put it: "Language learning is over- 

2 

learning. Anything else is of no use." 

3) Authenticity of Model . Linguists carried over into the 
classroom the anthropologist's concept of the "informant," the 
native speaker as sole authority and ultimate source of the 

* 

language. Only a native speaker and any native speaker could mani- 
fest the structure of the language at all levels and his constant 
presence in the classroom — live or recorded— was required. This 
reliance on informants resulted in a healthy reaction against norma- 
tive statements and adherence to formal styles of speech and to 
inclusion of more informal pronunciation, forms and constructions in 
teaching materials. Nonetheless where dialect and style variations 
were extensive — as in French and Spanish — linguists based materials 
on standard dialects with, frequently, considerable amount of 
dialect and style mixture. 

4) • Inductive Grammar . Unlike the Direct Msthcd enthusiast 
linguists did not throw out the baby with the bath water and grammar 
was very much- -perhaps too much — in evidence in FL courses they 
directed and teaching materials whose preparation they supervised. 

But for them grammar was neither the memorization of rules (in 
French, the past participle conjugated with avoir agrees in number 
and gender with a preceding direct object), 'nor the recitation of 
paradigms (Latin, amo, amas , amat . • .), nor were they concerned with 
linguistic etiquette (thou shalt not sav I feel badly ). Grammar was 
essentially a descriptive statement of the constitution of sentences 

* I 

and the occurrence of forms. Generally, it was presented inductively 



through patte rn drills followed by sometimes quite te chni cal 
statements of the grammatical features manifested in the drills, but 
it was asserted that only after mastery of a pattern is acquired will 
accompanying explanation be fully useful. The use of grammatical ' 
rules as "predictors" of linguistic behavior was expressly banned: 
"they (rules) are the description of the student's own performance. 
Rules ought* to be summaries of behavior . They function only secon- 
darily as ‘predictors*.” 3 

5) Words in Context. Most educated laymen harbor the simpli- 
stic notion that languages are made of words with a few "idioms” 
tossed in for good measure and that learning a language involves 
simply the memorization of different sets of words whose meaning 
content is isomorphic with that of native equivalents. Unlike 
Direct Method enthusiasts who nurtured this conception by the 
association of image and word , and by forcing isomorphism through 
artificial translations of the-pen-of -my- aunt variety, linguists 
presented vocabulary through the memorization and recombination of 
complete sentences arranged in self-contained dialogues and accom- 
panied by approximate contextual equivalents rather than word-for- 
word glosses. 

6) Li nguistic interference. The most important contribution 

of linguistics to the preparation of teaching materials lay in the 

theory that areas of difficulty can be predicted in advance by point 

by point comparison of the structure of the native and target lan- 

\ 

guages. For example> v in English all vowels which occur at the end 
of a word or phrase are long and followed by a glide; sue, bow. 



see , say . Americans predictably mispronounce final French vowels 

which are always short and tense; beau , sous , si , c , est . Similarly, 

✓ 

most dialects of Spanish exhibit a five vowel system. Standard 
French, on the other hand , has up to eight vowels excluding the 
front rounded series and the nasal vowelc; 
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Spanish speakers can be expected to — and indeed do — have difficulty 
realizing contrasts of the type gue/guet: la/las: pomme/paume . 

Pattern interference results from differences in the structuring 
of linguistic units at various levels as well as differences in the 
distribution of units on any one level. French, English, and Spanish 
have phonetic nasal vowels, e.g., French tante and English taunt: 
French passion and Spanish pas ion . However, in French nasality of 
vowels is functional since tante contrasts with tate and tant with 
tas, but in both English and Spanish any vowel followed by a nasal 
consonant' is automatically nasalized. Going from English and Spanish 
to French interference results from the different phonological role 
of the feature of nasality. Interference problems at the grammatical 
and lexical levels are more numerous and complex. Consider the 
English sentence father was a teacher . The faulty rendition 
father was teacher » could be elicited from French, Russian, or 
Spanish speakers but for different reasons. Both French and Spanish 
have articles but they are not used in the contextual equivalents of 
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the English sentence given above: Mon nere etait professeur and MI 

padre era professor . The article appears elsewhere , however: C' est 

un professeur; Es un professor . In Russian there is no article form 
class: Otets u, menia byl ucitel- and On - uSitel . For linguists , 

then, the preparation of pedagogical materials had to be preceded by 
the contrastive analysis of the "target" and native languages at all 
relevant levels, starting with phonology and progressing through 
morphology, syntax, and lexicon. 

1.3 Evaluation of the lew Key 



From the comfortable vantage point of two decades of hindsight 
we can now attempt a fair evaluation of the pedagogical effective- 
ness and efficiency of the lew Key. By definition linguists are 
concerned with the structure of language and their attempt to deal 
with the processes that take place in the language classroom, be it 
in the very special conditions of the FSI or in an elementary school 
class, can be expected to fall quite short of the mark; for in FL 
instruction the linguists competence ends before practical problems 
of presentation and ordering of material and the organization of the 
instructional context are reached. Obsessed with structure, the 
linguist never pondered over the process .that takes place in the FL 
classroom, language learning: seldom did he construct controlled 
experiments to test some of the assertions he made qua language 
teacher, and he never suspected that the success of intensive -type 
instruction might be due to external factors — student motivation, 
intensive contact, and the like — rather than his operational prin- 
ciples and models. He operated with the simplistic "sunburn" model 
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of language learnings the student was exposed to PL patterns until 
he soaked them up. typically, the materials utilized by Intensive 
Method programs and their Pew Key heirs— PSI, A-IM, etc consist of 
dialogues which are to be "over-learned" through relentless repeti- 
tion, pattern drills wherein structures are repeated and manipulated 
ad nauseam, and comprehension exercises in which lexical items and 
grammatical features presented in the dialogue and the pattern 
drills are recombined with a minimum of new lexical items. While 
materials prepared according to the Army Method contain formal pro- 
nunciation drills minimal pair oppositions and practice of phonemes 
in representative environments— pronunciation is acquired in shotgun 
fashion parallel with the memorization of the basic sentences of 
dialogues „ 

The most serious shortcoming of these materials is that they 
constitute a closed system. The student learns a finite stock of 
basic sentences which he can parrot if the proper circumstances 
present themselves; at best the student can only be expected to 
vary by inserting lexical items in the slots of the. pattern drills 
he has manipulated. Recent experiments in child -language acquisi- 
tion suggest that human beings do not learn their first language by 
mim-n^m but that they construct from their linguistic environment a 
model which can be projected beyond what has been heard in the past 
to form and recognize new combinations. Jean Berko, ^ for instance, 
has shown that American pre-school children and first graders can 
extend rules for noun plural formation to nonsense words with a high 
degree of accuracy; on the basis of. dog/ dogs , cat / cats . horse /horses 
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they analogize wug/wugs , fau/fans . gutch/gutches . Similarly, on 
the basis of the productive , -er verbs French children analogize 
*vous disez instead of vous dites , and on the basis of ils boivent 
construct • foious boivons . It is reasonable to posit that adult 
second language learning consists of more than the storing up 
of rehearsed utterances and involves the construction of a gram- 
matical model on the basis of which utterances that have never 
been heard before are "created.” The construction of the model 
might be catalyzed by the artful presentation of material, for 
instance, contrastive pairs which point up generative processes, 
or more simply by the statement of deductive rules. 

The New Key organization of subject matter and instruction 
follows literally the order of descriptive field work: first 

phonemic contrasts, then assimilation of f 027ms through pattern 
drills, and last, translation exercises to learn syntactic features. 
Since the phonologic and morphophonemic structures of a language 
can be analyzed in teirms of finite sets or lists readily dis- 
coverable by the analyst. New Key techniques lead to satisfactory 
assimilation and control at these two levels. But at the syntactic 
level New Key textbooks had to revert to traditional techniques, 
primarily translation drills, since by committing itself to the 
inductive presentation of grammar the New Key was unable to handle 
the open-ended character of the levels of language that impiRge 
on the real world. Only deductive rules with high predictive 
potency, sometimes stated in semantic te 27 ms- -despite the taboo 
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that attaches to meaning among certain structural linguists — 
can lead a learner of English to say He tells me t£ do it and 
He asks me to do it but not *He says me to do it . 

New Key techniques and teaching materials, though unquestion- 
ably superior for audio-lingually oriented EL instruction to 



the traditional Eclectic Method because they do focus on the 



spoken language, rest on very shaky psycho-pedagogical grounds. 

Yet in the context of the Intensive Language Program, particularly 

** * 

as represented by the Army Language School and ESI, they were 
unquestionably extremely successful in producing, within a relative 
short time, students highly proficient in the active use of a 
foreign language. Paradoxically, it was not primarily by the 



application of his specialised knowledge to the preparation of 
teaching materials and the elaboration of pedagogical techniques 
that the linguist devised effective programs of FL instruction. 
Bather, it was by the modification of the traditional teaching 
context. Since he viewed language as a complex aggregate of 
habits, he concluded that nothing short of relentless practice 
could lead to the internalization of these habits. Army Method 



courses, therefore, provided the student with constant practice 
and active participation through a massive number of contact 
hours, small classes, and readily available sources of authentic 
target language utterances, both live speakers and recorded 
materials, typically, courses in the commonly taught languages 
(French, German, Italian, Spanish) at FSI provide for more than 






n 



u 



LJ 



vJ 



Li 



r 1 

LJ 



n 

tJ 



n 

t i 

Lj 



n 



u 



n 

U 



H 



n 

U 



n 

u 



n 



u 



r 

L, 



L 



n 



D 



n, 

i 

U l 



17 . 



^50 hours of instruction in. small groups of not more than six 

participants; the period of instruction for "exotic" languages 

«»• 

is more than twice as long. In Intensive Method programs con- 
tact was also intensified by the modification of the traditional 
PL teaching context: small classes, seldom containing more than 

ten students; variation in class size; specialization of teaching 
function, a linguist who provided guidance and a native informant 
who functioned as a drilling machine. 

When the Army Method was applied to regular high school and 
college PL programs emphasis was placed on its tangible aspects: 
techniques, materials and electro-mechanical devices. It was 
not generally recognized that the use of new materials and tech- 
niques might require a reformulation of the traditional teaching 
contexts and that unless course objectives—assuming that these 
are clearly formulated, which is seldom the case --bore some real- 
istic relation to the time available for Instruction, the New Key 
might well fall flat. 

Today the high school and college PL teacher is still forced 
into the straight -jacket of the elementary course. In fewer than 
250 hours of contact spread over a period of one to two years, 
he endeavors to introduce groups of twenty to thirty students 
to all the grammatical rules of the target language within a 
vocabulary of several thousand words so that those students who 
do not continue the study of the language— and these constitute 
the majority- -will have at least a passing acquaintance with the 
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subject matter, a minimum level of comprehension, and an embryonic 
reading knowledge. In order to complete the text by the end of 
the course the teacher has no choice but to explicate grammar rules 
and to train students in the translation of target language texts 
into strained English. The happy few who do continue will be 
subjected to several levels of review grammar and reading courses, 
each of which attempts at exhaustive presentation, and to remedial 
courses in pronunciation. Admittedly, it is utopian to hope that > 
within the decade ahead, our administrators and our citizenry 
will become sufficiently enlightened to EL teaching needs to recog- 
nize that fthe easiest way to impart complete mastery of foreign 
languages is to institute the five to ten year sequences found 
almost universally in other Western countries. We must, therefore, 
improve the status of EL teaching the hard way by increased peda- 
gogical efficiency. Clearly, pedagogical efficiency cannot be 
achieved exclusively by improved materials nor by the installation 
of more complex electro-mechanical devices, but rather by the 
creation of a teaching context which will increase contact hours 
■without substantially raising instructional costs. 

1.4 Previous Attempts and Proposals for the Reformulation of the 

Traditional Teaching Context 

1.4-1 The University of Oklahoma Experiment (1944-1945) 

The first attempt to adapt the administrative structure of 
Army Method FL instruction to non-intensive curricula was initiated 
by Pierre Delattre at the University of Oklahoma in the academic 




year 1944-45.*^ Delattre*s primary objective was to test the 
Army Msthod assertion that an initial concentration on listen- 
ing and speaking in the total absence of any reference to the 
printed page is pedagogically more efficient than the traditional 
method. But implicit in Delattre f s experimental design was a 
manipulation of the teaching context which was not clearly per- 
ceived by the experimenter himself. Delattre divided a beginning 
French class into two groups: the control group followed the 

Traditional Eclectic Approach, meeting with an instructor and 
using a conventional textbook from the very beginning; the ex - 
perimental group met with the instructor for the same number of 
hours as the control group but was exposed to a different treat- 
ment. They followed a strict audio-lingual approach with no 
reading or writing for thirteen weeks and were given the tran- 
script of the audio-lingual material only during the last three 
weeks of the first semester — during the second semester both 
groups were exposed to a common treatment. From our point of 
view, the most significant feature of the project was that the 
experimental group had access to a room equipped with a phono- 
graph where they could practice material presented previously 
in class; in the next class hour the material practiced in this 
rudimentary language laboratory was checked by the instructor. 

In this way contact with the language was multiplied several fold 
at least for the assiduous students and the drilling function was 
assumed by an electro-mechanical component which could supplement 
the classroom teacher and, indeed, function independently of him. 
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1.42 The Cornell University Language Program (1946) 

The most significant and thoroughgoing attempt to adapt 

Amy Method features to the college level was made at Cornell 

I University in 1946 with the aid of a grant from the Rockefeller 

6 

. Foundation. All of the university* s elementary and intermediate 

language instruction was assumed by a new Division of Modern 
f Languages (DML) directed by J Milton Cowan. The DML was staffed 

with a small group of linguists, all of whom had participated 
in the various wartime FL teaching activities described in 1.1 

» 

as well as native speakers of the various languages taught. The 
^ most notable feature of the program was specialization of teach- 
ing function: students met two hours weekly in large groups of 

about 50 for grammatical analysis conducted by a trained linguist, 
, generally of professorial rank, and six hours weekly in drill 

sections of ten with a native speaker. In a later modified ver- 
sion of the program, forced by the need to reduce instructional 
costs and to incorporate the use of non-native speaking American 
graduate assistants, the number of drill session hours was re- 
duced to three; for the other three hours students met in groups 
of twenty with American graduate assistants for "lab oratory” 
periods. In the initial phase of instruction the American grad- 
uate assistants supervised the imitation of recorded native 
models. It should be noted that, as an essential corollary of 
course reorganization, the basic language requirement was de- 
fined in terms of demonstrated proficiency level rather than 
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semester credits. 



But even the Cornell language program failed to free FL from 

* 

the traditional administrative frameworks the division of the 
subject matter in terms of semesters; rigorous course outlines 
which keep all students in lockstep progress and fail to provide 
for individual variations in language aptitude, motivation, back- 
ground and whatever other factors determine FL learning; the de- 
finition of instructional exposure in terms of instructor 'contact 
hours. 

1 • 43 The Advent of Self - Instruction 

In a paper presented at the first Indiana University Language 

Laboratory Conference and subsequently published in Language Teaching 

Today , Bruce Gaarder suggested a more radical departure from tra- 
7 

dition. He proposed that the sole irreplaceable function of the 
FL teacher is the elicitation of "graded, guided experiences in 

O 

the natural use of the new tongue" and that all other tasks pre- 
sently assumed by the teacher — initial presentation of material, 
explanation, drill, constant review, and testing — can be relegated 
to properly programmed electro-mechanical devices. Gaarder describes 
a suitable self -instructional program as follows: 

Let us imagine a truly great teacher, equipped 
with native command of the language, great insight 
into the learning process, and twenty-five years ex- 
perience in our schools. He uses a sort of direct 
method, not the perversion which consists in teaching 
people how to talk about French in French, but rather 
a form of linguistic analysis in terms of inter- 
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personal relationships and events based upon 
imitation, linguistic analogies, and inductive 
reasoning. He does not need to jump about 
trying to illustrate his words by acting out what 
he is saying. Rather he has at one side of the 

* 

' room a small stage upon “which a small group of 

native actors represent exactly the situation 
; he needs in order to present and explain a fea- 

ture of the structure of French, not by talking 
about French, but by living some French. He has 
a class of two to five average students whom he 
^ takes care to involve aurally and orally from the 

very beginning and throughout the period. Using 
<•* 

known material, he proceeds to the unknown and 

t 

soon is eliciting the new structure from the 
students in natural speech. He knows in advance 
what every difficulty will be and takes care of 
it at just the right time. Perhaps he has a book, 
but neither he nor the students open it. He may 
use the blackboard. 

Let us imagine that that class, excepting 
the students* words, was recorded on tape. All 
that the actors did was given to the students by 
means of photographs or drawings in a workbook to 
illustrate what was being said. All of the black- 
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board notes were presented in proper order in 
the workbook. All of tlie workbook material 
was keyed constantly to the taped presentation 
and explanation by the teacher and the actors. 

The hundreds of students taking the course 
later in the laboratory would be involved as 
individuals, aurally, visually, and orally 
from the first of the tape to its end. If 
anything was missed, the tape could be stopped 
by any single student (each would work from his 
own copy of the tape) and any part or the entire 
thing repeated any number of times. 9 

At the same conference F. Rand Morton painted in bold strokes 
a futuristic LLTM (Language Laboratory as a Teaching Machine) where 
students working with carefully programmed electronic equipment 
learned all language skills through autodidactic activity. ^ Morton 
believes, like Gaarder, that the language laboratory can be fully 
integrated in the FL learning processaand can assume more effi- 
ciently than human beings the repetitive aspects of FL instruction 
in the New Keys initial presentation, drill, review, and habit 
lixation. But he would go even furthers all teaching functions 
including testing and the use of the FL in simulated natural con- 
text could be relegated to the LLTM. The source of his optimism 
is a pilot experimental course in Spanish he conducted at Harvard 
University in 1953 and 195^» This experimental course was of the 









New Key variety since the terminal objectives were defined as an 
audio-lingual fluency of 80 per cent. For the purpose of the 
experiment, audio-lingual fluency was defined as "the ability to 
handle the basic structure of a language by a normal five or six 
year old child in his native language" and "the ability to mani- 
pulate and respond to the structural signifiers of normal nonspe- 
ll 

cialized language." The course comprised five central components: 
Fhonematization , Sound Reproduction, Structural Cues, Model 
Patterns, and Vocabulary; a sixth component. Allied Skills, dealt 
with reading, writing, and translation, but w#s merely a sop thrown 
to tradition. 

In the Fhonematization phase the student was trained to dis- 
criminate among Spanish phonemes and between correct and incorrect 
realizations of Spanish phonemes with an accuracy of 90 to 9 6 per 
cent. He did not begin attempts at imitation until the next phase, 
Sound Production, in which sounds were practiced in isolation and in 
combination. The functional use of sound differences was also 
practiced, e.g., the commutation of /o/ and /a/ which has a heavy 
functional burden in Spanish: Los gat os blancos estan malos 

Las gat as blancas estan malas . In the Structural Cues phase 
grammar was presented in terms of abstract acoustic cues devoid of 
semantic meaning. and the student was expected to react automatically 

i 

to such morphemes as verbal persons or plural of nouns. Meaning was 
finally introduced in the Model Patterns and Vocabulary Building 
phases through 105 basic sentences and 3500 lexical items. 



Morton’s experiment was portentous for at least two reasons. 

First, it assumed that all learning could be achieved by the student 

working independently of the teacher with the use of autodidactic 

materials and a tape recorder. Second, student achievement was 

directly related to assiduity; no student failed "since by both 

definition and procedure completion of the course guaranteed satis- 

12 

factory proficiency on the student’s part." No testing was 
necessary and the presence of the instructor was required only for 
occasional evaluation of student pronunciation and occasional remedial 
work. 

Morton’s experiment was only designed as a pilot and lacked the - 
necessary controls that would have made possible a truly objective 
evaluation of the validity of his basic premises and of the pedagogi- 
cal efficiency of the LLTM concept. For instance, Morton reports 
that the students who completed the pilot course were as a group 
easily superior in natural proficiency to the students in conven- 
tional third and fourth year Spanish classes. Since no efforts were 
made to insure and measure the comparability of the pilot and conven- 
tional groups, one cannot discount the possibility that the former 
contained students with a higher level of language learning aptitude 
or motivation toward an audio-lingual oriented course. There were 
also two significant aspects of the use of an ungraded self -instruc- 
tional course which were not considered in Morton’s experiment. 

(1) the effect on instructional costs, (2) the adaptation to the 
administrative practices (credit and grade award, selection of 



teaching staff, etc.) of colleges and universities. 

PL teachers ■who firmly believe in the primacy of audio-lingual 
proficiency tend to try to demonstrate the soundness of their 
opinion by showing that initial emphasis on listening comprehension 
and speaking to the exclusion of reading and writing will result in 
higher overall proficiency in the long run (viz. two years of PL 
instruction at the college level). In one of the more caref ully 
conceived and sophisticated experiments 'in the field of FL instruc- 
tion George A. C. Scherer could only safely conclude that students 

tend to learn those skills which are emphasized by the teaching 

13 

method to which they are exposed. Since there is no objective 
means of quantifying overall proficiency in FL evaluation of the 
pedagogical efficiency of a course, it will be determined by the 
appraiser* s value judgments with regard to the ultimate goals of FL 
instruction (comprehension, speaking, reading, writing, translation, 
overt knowledge of structure, etc.). Note that, although listening 
comprehension and speaking are traditionally paired, a combination 
listening comprehension-reading comprehension is not theoretically 
precluded . 

Let us assume gratuitously that emphasis on audio-lingual skills 
is more than a passing fad and could be supported adequately by 
philosophical, theoretical, and practical considerations. It would 
then become possible to pose such interesting questions as the 
following. Can audio-lingual oriented courses be designed which 
would result in listening comprehension and speaking proficiencies 
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comparable to those attained in intensive courses, say FSI basic 
courses, but which, in addition: (l) are compatible with liberal 

arts education and allow the student to pursue other studies 
simultaneously; (2) are comparable with Traditional Eclectic 
courses with regard to instructional costs and instructional 
personnel; (.3) are consonant with the administrative policies of 
colleges and universities? 

Morton’s pilot, experiment suggests that an answer be sought 
through the use of* self-instruction and the concept of the language 
laboratory as a teaching machine capable of replacing or spelling' 
the live teacher. This concept, however, entails experimenting more 
widely with more flexible administrative procedures and modifying 
the conventional FL teaching context* Npw organizational patterns 
radically different from those of today must be sought, patterns which 
will accommodate recent and anticipated developments in electro- 
mechanical devices, the expansion of language laboratory facilities, 
and the growing application of programmed instruction techniques 
to problems of FL teaching. 
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, 2. Multiple Credit Elementary French 

2.1 The Problem 

As was pointed out the keystone of - the New Key is intensive 
. contact of the learner with the FL achieved through a high number of 

contact hours (exposure) and the reduction of the size of classes. 
t FSI sixteen-week basic courses in the commonly taught languages 

contain 1(80 hours (sixteen weeks with thirty hours of weekly assigned 
class hours). In the optimal non-intensive college FL course, the 
student is required to attend five periods weekly — periods generally 
^ range from k5 to 50 minutes --during an academic year of 32 weeks, 

i.e., l6o periods. For the sake of convenience let us assume that a 
period equals one hqur, then three years of an optimal college FL 
, course would match the exposure of FSI basic courses. But at FSI the 

maximum class size is six whereas the optimal minimum class size in 
college FL courses is twenty, at least for the commonly taught 
languages. In reality, three years of an FL college course provides 
only the same degree of exposure as an FSI basic course, and since 
actual contact is a function of exposure and class size, i.e., reci- 
tation time per student, it would not be unreasonable to assume that 
an FSI basic course is equivalent to four or more years of college • 
FL study. 

One might suspect that with regard to the number of structural 




features and vocabulary items covered, the FSI basic course syllabi 
would be far more ambitious than so-called elementary college text- 
books, but, in fact, the contrary is true. For instance, in FSI 
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H a fi . £ c £ ranc ^ grammar ’’points ” are treated much less exhaustively 
than they are in standard Traditional Eclectic Method textbooks. 
Clearly, because of the notion that a textbook must be completed from 
cover to cover during the course, college FL courses have very rig- 
orous quantitative objectives but sacrifice quality, and the implicit 
terminal behavior expected of the student is much less than complete 
internalization and automatic production of the material presented. 

We do not mean to criticize this sacrifice of quality for quantity, 
nor do we hold that there is any inherent virtue in placing priority 
on near-perfect, active audio-lingual control of a finite set of 
utterances, lexical items and structural features. We only wish to 
underscore the fact that New Kay objectives and present college FL 
elementary courses--and all four-year high school FL sequences --are 
fundamentally incompatible. 

It should also be borne in mind that at the end of the first 
year of study a college student is expected not only bo have some 
degree of control of the spoken language, but also the ability to 
read unedited texts that exhibit structures and a vocab ula ry content 
much more extensive and much more complex than those of daily speech. 
It also may be desired that he write the FL, if not elegantly, at 
least ’’grammatically” and ’’idiomatically.” 

Since total instructional costs cannot be increased j it is only 

I 

through a course incorporating Gaarder's and Mbrton*s Language- 
Lab oratory-as-a-Teaching-Machine concept that the New Key can be 
successfully adapted to non-intensive .FL instruction at the high 
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school or the college level. At the latter level, it is an 
unwritten convention that students spend three hours in class or 
outside preparation to earn one semester credit point. In a five 
credit FL course, the teacher can lay claim to fifteen hours of 
the student* s time per week and the proportion of actual class 
contact to outside study is left to the teacher*s discretion. If 
the language laboratory is considered the audio analogue of the 
library, the music practice room, the art workshop or the science, 
lab oratory- -it might be noted in passing that some universities 
label their language laboratory quite fittingly "Audio Listening 
Center" or "Audio Study Center "--it is quite consonant with college 
procedures to require that outside study hours be spent in the 
language laboratory. With the utilization of the concept of the 
Language -Lab orat ory-as -a-Teaching-Machine , exposure can be trebled and 
the college elementary FL course be brought to approximate intensive 
courses more closely with regard to the exposure variable: the 

optimal college elementary course would now provide hours of 
contact between the student and the teaching components. 

Ihe use of the language laboratory for some of the functions 
that live instructors currently assume, both in intensive -type 
programs and conventional college and high school courses, gives 
individual students the opportunity to progress through an FL course 
at the pace most suited to them. Self-pacing increases the effi- 
ciency of a course since the more gifted students can complete the 
course in a shorter period of time and the less able students need 



not retrace their steps should they fail any part of the course. 

To summarize, the New Key can he adapted to non-intensive PL 

* 

courses if electro-mechanical devices currently available can he made 
integral components of the teaching program, and if the efficiency 
—as determined hy the ratio of instructional costs to total learning 
achieved- -of New Key and intensive method programs can be drasti- 
cally improved, not only through the preparation of better materials, 
but also through the appropriate use of the teaching resources avail- 
able. 

On the basis of past research and the results of two pilot 

courses which sought to adapt the intensive method as it is illus- 

1 

trated by the FSI basic courses , it was decided that a successf ul 
adaptation of the New Key required a course containing at least the 
following features: 

1) a high number of actual student contact with the FL; 

2) the relegation of most classroom teacher tasks to a 
properly programmed language laboratory; 

3 ) the possibility for each student to progress at his optimum 
rate; 

b) a shift of emphasis from "covering a relatively indefinite 
amount of language within a definite period of time to 
assimilating a definite amount of language -within a rela- 
tively indefinite period of time;”^ 

5) the definition of PL proficiency in terms of attested pro- 
ficiency in carefully defined skills rather than in years of 



study or the number of semester credits earned. 

In April, 1961 a proposal describing the structure of Multiple- 
Credit Elementary French (MCEF) , a course that contained these 
features, and outlining a plan to test its pedagogical efficiency 
and administrative feasibility, was submitted by Indiana University 
to the Research Unit of the Language Development Section of the JJ. S. 
Office of Education. The proposal was approved and the research 
began to be implemented in September of that year. 

2.2 The Conventional Course 

It was decided that the pedagogical efficiency and some effects 
on administrative policies would be measured by comparison with a 
control group consisting of several elementary French sections pur- 
suing the conventional program of studies. We shall, therefore, 
begin by describing the conventional basic French program at Indiana 
University. 

The program of basic French instruction at Indiana University 
is quite characteristic of that currently existing in most large 
universities. French is the most popular FL, particularly for those 
students who aspire to no higher goal than completion of the FL 
requirement of the College of Arts and Sciences, no doubt because it 
is the modern FL most widely taught in Indiana public high schools 
and that many students •'beginning" French at Indiana University have 
had some previous contact with the language. The requirement of the 
College of Arts and Sciences stipulates that a student shall take 
eighteen semester hours of an FL. The basic FL program consists of 
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a one-year elementary course (F101-F102) meeting five periods 
weekly and requiring, in addition, two periods of compulsory 
attendance in the language laboratory, two intermediate courses 
stressing audio-lingual fluency (F201-F2Q2), each meeting two 
periods weekly, and two intermediate courses stressing reading in 
literary texts (F211-F212), meeting three periods weekly. The 
F101-F102 sequence yields a total of ten semester credits,* students 
may then elect to take F201 and F211-F212 or F201-F202 and F211 
plus a third year conversation course. In the latter case they will 
have earned more than the eighteen semester credit hours required. 

The elementary F101-F102 sequence constitutes the most closely 
supervised and homogeneous part of the Indiana University basic French 
program. All instructors follow a rigorous course outling and exam- 
inations are of a departmental nature. This applies to some extent 
to the F201-F202 sequence but not at all to F211-F212. In both 
F101-F102 and F2Q1-F202 the method of instruction is best described 
as Traditional Eclectic. The textbooks used in both courses contain 
some New Key features; dialogues, pattern drills, but the grammati- 
cal explanations refer generally to the written language and are not 
integrated with the drill material. Reading selections are 
introduced very early and they are selected for their literary signi- 
ficance rather than their linguistic characteristics, i.e., no 
effort is made to introduce structures and vocabulary gradually. 

But it is the fact that a stated number of grammar points and a spe- 
cified number of pages must be covered within a given period of time 






that characterizes these courses as distinctly traditional. 

These courses are manned by an instructional staff consisting 
primarily of graduate assistants (75 per cent or more), many of whom 
have no professional preparation or teaching experience and very few 
of whom speak the language with native or near-native accuracy and 
proficiency. Some instructors of professorial rank are assigned to 
these courses but no effort is made to insure that all students have 
contact with the more competent and experienced members of the 
teaching staff ; whether a student will be taught by a native speaker 
with or without FL teaching training, a well schooled professional 
FL teacher, or a neophyte depends primarily on happenstance. All 
graduate assistants receive in-service training through attendance 
of a compulsory one semester methods course which features some 
observation of an elementary section taught by the clinical pro- 
fessor. 

In the elementary course (F101-F102) attendance of two periods 

of language laboratory work is required. Except for the period 

immediately following the beginning of a semester and preceding 

examinations, attendance often falls to 50 per cent and lower. The 

recorded material presented consists of the imitation of dialogues 

and response drills as well as occasional pattern drills; students 

may at all times refer to the textbook. The recorded material is 

first broadcast from a central console and students work in lock- 

* » 

step fashion; since the equipment is dual channel, students may 
record the master program and practice individually in the latter 
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part of the period, or they may report to the language laboratory 
during evening hours for added individual practice. Of course, 
since all sections progress at a uniform rate and since there is 
no provision to accommodate the more able students, individual 
work tends to consist of review and additional practice and few 
students attempt to study material not yet covered in the class- 
room. Laboratory periods are supervised by assistants whose res- 
ponsibilities are of a housekeeping or custodial nature: installing 
reels on the console, making minor adjustments and repairs, taking 
attendance, etc. 

At Indiana University class periods are 45 minutes long and 
the academic year consists of 32 weeks. The elementary course 
(F101-F102), then, provides 120 hours of classroom contact with a 
live instructor in sections of twenty students on the average and 
^3 hours of individual work in the language laboratory. Thus, with 
regard to total exposure, this course can well be considered optimal. 

Few college courses, in foreign languages or other fields, 
state precisely the terminal objectives the student must attain to - 
pass the course, let alone to qualify for an "A", "B", or "C' 1 # As 
we have seen in Section 1. above, language skills, including reading 
and writing, can ultimately be defined in behavioral terms. Precise 
objectives, therefore, should be defined in terns of various types 
of behaviors: discrimination acuity, accuracy and speed of sound 

production, speed of manipulation of a stated number of grammatical 
features, and the like. Since the University catalogue does not 
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provide a suitable description of the terminal objectives of F101- 
F102, we can only infer these from the final examinations and pre- 
test placement procedures. Final examinations test listening com- 
prehension, the ability to spell French utterances in connected 
contexts, knowledge of grammatical patterns as they are reflected 
by the orthography and through translation, reading comprehension, 
and the ability to translate, primarily from French to English, 

The single placement examination used to appropriately place a 
student in one of the six basic French courses tests almost exclu- 
sively reading comprehension and translation. 

It might not be amiss to comment briefly on the attitudes 
toward FL teaching of the Indiana University Department of French 
and Italian, which administers basic French instruction, particu- 
larly since it is representative of most large university FL 
departments in general and French departments in particular. 

Large university FL departments consider that their primary function 
is the training of scholars in literary analysis and in the history 
of the literature, and to a much lesser extent the history and 
structure, of the languages whose teaching the particular department 
administers. Promotion, advancement and, more importantly, self- 
esteem depend on scholarly achievements rather than on competence 
in bas^c FL instruction, skill in the direction of teaching programs 
and the preparation of pedagogical materials. As a result there is 
little motivation for innovation in language teaching practices and 
no systematic mechanism for feedback from classroom experience to 





the design of methods and materials. Such an. atmosphere hardly 
inspires graduate students to distinguished and devoted teaching, 
nor is it conducive to professional attitudes toward FL teaching. 

Nor is it an atmosphere which is hospitable to inquiry into the 

- i* 

learning process or experimentation with alternate strategies of 
FL instruction. 

2.3 The Design of Multiple Credit Elementary French (MCEF) 

After reviewing the various attempts to adapt the Army Method 
to non-intensive FL programs, and on the basis of our own pilot 
trials at the Pennsylvania State University in 1959-60 and at 
Indiana University in 1960-61, we opted for a partially self- 
instructional course rather than Morton* s fully auto-didactic 
Language -Lab oratory-as-a-Teaching-Machine, i.e., we agreed with 
Gaarder that the teacher* s primary function in a course aiming at 
audio-lingual proficiency is to lead the student to use the lang ua ge 
in a simulated natural context and that, insofar as it is compatible 
with presently available materials and electro-mechanical devices, 
all other tasks currently assumed by classroom teachers should be 
relegated to the language laboratory. In this section we describe 
Multiple Credit Elementary French (MCEP) as it was formulated in our 

1 

research proposal and tried out with the first group of subjects from 
September 1961 to February 1963. The proposal was to cover a period 
of three years; i„e., two complete and one partial trial of MCEF, 
during which: (1) a partially self-instructional program would be 

prepared and continually revised; (2) administrative procedures would 



be evolved; ( 3 ) the techniques to be used in the Display Sections 
■would be developed and the function of the Display Section- -and 
of the live instructor--clarified; (4) the pedagogical efficiency 
of MCEF relative to the conventional program, insofar as this could 
be measured within the context in which the experiment, was at- 
tempted • 

2.31 Organization of MCEF 

MCEF was established as a continuous course .of fifteen sem- 
ester credit hours, labeled F101-F102-F203, equivalent roughly to 
the conventional F101-F102 elementary sequence and the F201-F202 
audio-lingual oriented intermediate sequence. In order to fulfill 
their FL requirement students would need to take the F211 reading- 
oriented course after successfully completing MCEF. 

2.311 Credit and Grade Award 

Credit and grade granted at the end of a semester would be 
directly proportional to the proficiency attained during that semes 
ter and also related, to a considerable degree, to the amount of 
material assimilated . Presumably the average student should com- 
plete the course, i.e., reach the specified proficiency in the 
required FL skills, in three semesters. Students with previous 
background in French, those who show greater assiduity, and those 
who possess high aptitude for FL learning could complete the course 

in two semesters; slow students would not be penalized and could 

« 

complete the course in four or more semesters. It was at first 
anticipated that the materials would consist of a finite number of 




units, say thirty. Credit would be granted at the end of a semester 
on the basis of any block of ten units assimilated, i.e., one third 
of the entire program. A student who had not progressed sufficiently 
to earn credit at the end of a given semester, i.e., had not assimi- 
lated a complete block of ten units in the course of that semester, 
would receive the grade of M I" (incomplete) until such time as he 
completed the block of units. At the beginning of the following 
semester, he would be expected to enroll in the next -higher -level 
course and he would continue from where he had left off, say. Unit 
Wine; for instance, if he had received an "I" for FI 01, he would 
still enroll in F102 the following semester in the hopes that he 
might catch up and complete both F101 and F102 in the course of the 
second semester. Students who had completed more than ten units 
during a semester but fewer than twenty would receive the normal 
five hours of credit, but they could expect to complete MCEF before 
the end of the third semester and would then be free to devote their 
time to other activities. Grades would be determined by scores in 
achievement examinations administered at the end of a semester as 
well as by performance in Display Sessions during the course of a 
semester. Achievement examinations at three different levels would 
be devised. The first examination would test only comprehension and 
oral proficiency, the second would, in addition, test reading ability 
and the last examination would test all four FL skills, including 
ability to write in French. Students who completed the entire pro- 
gram before the end of a .semester could request to take the terminal 



examination or choose to he evaluated at the regularly scheduled 
date of the examination at the end of that semester. 

During the course of the semester short sub-unit and unit tests 
would he administered in the language laboratory and a student would 
not he able to proceed unless he achieved a specified score. Unit 
tests would be cumulative and would insure that the student had a 
firm control of previously learned material. Since credit would he 
granted only after a student had completed a given block of units , 
no student who ultimately completed the program could fail. For 
instance , a student who completed the program in five semesters 
would receive only fifteen credit hours hut might earn grades of "C" 
or even $ in the traditional course the same student might have 
satisfied the requirements in four semesters hut would have received 
an "F" along the way and might not have acquired as firm a control of 
the material presented in the course. 

2*312 Contact Hours 

Students would register for a block of ten contact periods per 
week, divided as follows, one period of grammatical anal ysis in 
groups of up to 60 students, two thirty minute "Display Sessions" in 
groups of two to four students, and a minimum of eight periods of 
individual work in the language laboratory. Since credit and grade 
received would he directly proportional to the amount of material 
assimilated, the student would he encouraged and motivated to spend 
additional time in the language laboratory beyond the minimum eight 
periods . Presumably, the greater 'the number of hours spenfi in the 



laboratory, the faster the progress. A students weekly schedule is 
presented in the diagram below. Each square within solid lines 
refers to one period of contact. 

Diagram 1 



9:30 

10:20 

1:30 

1:55 

2ik0 



For the sake of comparison, we provide a conventional program 
weekly individual student schedule. 
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Diagram 2 
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2.32 Teaching Components 

2.321 Auto-Tutorial Component 

Students would report in groups of 30 to a 35 position lan- 
guage laboratory equipped with dual-track machines (Viking 85) and 
activated head-sets and hooked up to a master console in two-way 
intercommunication* Tapes containing the recorded program would be 
made available on a library system and students would select indi- 
vidually any part of the program. At their positions, armed with a 
workbook, they would listen to the program, vocalize as directed by 
the speakers on the tape, and receive immediate reinforcement in the 
form of echo or confirmation responses; they also could record auto- 
matically their own responses to compare them with the native model. 

Progress through an individual unit would be paced by a series 
of self -tests. Depending on his score on each self -test, the student 
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would either be directed to proceed to the following section or 
shunted to an alternate review sequence. As soon as the student 
felt he had assimilated the material contained in a unit he could 
be administered a Unit Test , scored by his Display Session instruc- 
tor; subsequently the student would have the opportunity to discuss 
his errors with the instructor who would assign specific review 
work when necessary. Auto-tutorial activities' would be monitored 
by specially trained laboratory assistants whose primary function 
would be to note and evaluate accuracy of the student* s response to 
program directions, relative activity and efficiency of ' work habits. 
They also would attend to mechanical problems and record periodic 
random selections of student response. 

2.322 Display Sessions 

Primary instructor-student and student -student interaction 
would take place in small groups of two to four students, meeting 
for a total of 60 minutes weekly. Initially, students would be 
assigned to Display Sessions on the basis of performance in a prog- 
nostic language aptitude battery (chiefly the Carroll-Sapon Modern 
Language Aptitude Test ) but there would be occasional reshuffling 
to ensure homogeneity of student groupings. The Display Session, 
as the label suggests, would give students an opportunity to use, 
in a near-natural and congruent context, the linguistic structures 
assimilated in the auto-tutorial sessions. In the first run MCEF 
students would meet in groups of three on the average twice weekly 
for 25 minute Display Sessions (see Diagram l). Later, other 
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possibilities would be tried out. 

Display Sessions would be staffed by graduate teaching asso- 
ciates who, hopefully, would possess near-native fluency and accu- 
racy but who would not be native speakers of French and who, opti- 
mally, would have a knowledge of the structure of spoken French, 
particularly as it applies to the teaching of that language to 
American speakers. Display Session instructors would be closely 
supervised and weekly staff meetings, as well as visiting of classes, 
would provide some in-service training; they also would attend a 
brief one week orientation session prior^to the start of each 
academic year. • / 

2.323 Lectures 

The remaining period would be devoted to formal discussion of 

* 

linguistic structure, culture, and civilization in a lecture session 
attended by a group of 30 to 60 students. Although grammar and 
culture would be presented inductively through dialogues, drills, 
and narrative material, we believe that the acquisition of objective 
attitudes toward language, training in the systematic observation 
of linguistic facts, and a formal introduction to French culture in 
the anthropological sense are legitimate by-products of a basic FL 
course. 

2.4 The Design of the Experiment 

2.4l Questions 

The only part of the MCEF project at all amenable to controlled 
experimentation is the comparison of the overall proficiency of a 
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group- of students enrolled in the experimental MCEP course and that 
of a comparable group enrolled in the conventional program. This 
would give an index of the relative pedagogical efficiency of the 
two treatments, although it must again be pointed out how difficult 
it is go evaluate overall proficiency since traditionalists give 
greater weight to reading comprehension and grammar-translation and 
New Key supporters to comprehension and speaking proficiency. It 
should also be borne in mind that the primary objectives of the MCEF 
project were to assess the feasibility of instituting* at least a 
partially self -instructional course in a large university FL depart- 
ment and to find out in what ways it required modifications and 
adaptations of current administrative procedures. But if a par- 
tially self-instructional course were to be considered feasible, it 
should reasonably be expected to lead to student proficiency not 
si gnificantly lower than that achieved in the conventional program. 

One of the important, questions the MCEP project sought to 
answer was whether there would be any differences in the level of 
proficiency in FL skills between students enrolled in the two pro- 
grams and to specify the nature of the difference: (l) auditory com- 

prehension, (2) speaking proficiency, (3) reading comprehension, (4) 
writing. 

A subsidiary question that was asked was whether there would be 
any differences in the level of proficiency between experimental 
students assigned two different sets of required laboratory periods 
and to specify the difference. 
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Care -would have to he taken to ensure that (l) students enrolled 
in the two different programs and in the two different sections of 
the experimental program were comparable , (2) the teaching staffs of 
the two programs were comparable with regard to professional exper- 
ience and linguistic proficiency, (3) the instructor contact measured 
in terms of a student/instructor ratio was identical, (4) contamina- 
ting factors were eliminated. 

2.42 Selection of Students 

A group of 60 students, selected at random from the incoming 
Freshman class constituted the experimental group (E_) • Another 
group of 60. students also selected at random and to 'be taught by the 
conventional method constituted the control group (Cj). Because of 
the complexity of the registration procedure at Indiana University 
and the number of scheduling conflicts, it was not possible to use 
random numbers or any such system in the assignment of students t'o 
the experimental or the control groups. Students presenting them- 
selves to the registration desk had their choice of any of the twenty 
or so conventional and the two experimental sections then open* 

When five students had enrolled in any section, it was closed until 
all other sections contained five students. All sections were then 
opened to a limit of about ten and so on. This procedure increased 
the length of time required to fill.ap a . section, thus insuring that 
student preference played only a limited. role in their assignment 
and that all sections bad roughly even alphabetical distributions; 

The randomness of the selection process was endangered by the fact 
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that the Department of French ana Italian insisted that the differ- 
ences between the conventional program and MCEF be clearly pointed 
out to prospective MCEF enrollees. After registration three conven- 
tional program F101 sections— numbered sections 5, 10 and 15--were 
selected to constitute the control (ic) group. 

Students in one half o£ the experimental group (IE^) were re- 
quested to schedule thirteen periods of laboratory practice in 
addition to the Display Sessions and the one period of Grammatical 
Analysis on the rationale that a student at Indiana University is 
expected to spend a minimum of three hours in class contact and/or 
outside preparation for each semester credit hour awarded, the 
instructor or the department reserving the right to specify in ' 
what manner the student* s work for the course was to be organized. 
Students in the other experimental section (lEg) were required to 
schedule only eight periods of laboratory practice but were encour- 
aged oto arrange for additional laboratory practice hours on their 
own and their attendance of these additional practice hours was 
not to be checked or supervised. 

It was expected that, due to various factors, of the 60 students 
in 2%, IEg, and IC, only 48 would remain at the beginning of the 
third semester (this does not include the "promotion” of the faster 
students in IE^ and IBg who might have completed theoentire program 
in fewer than three semesters). New experimental and control groups 
(UE-^, IIE^, and IIC) would be selected again at random. 

In the third year, the remaining students in HE-, and HE 2 would 



to be used to test the last third of the teaching program a second 
time; new experimental and control groups of 60 each, IHE^, IIIE2 
and IIIC respectively, would be selected. 

The table below summarizes the distribution of the student pop- . 
ulation involved in the project in both E and C groups; we retain 
the convention of using a Roman numeral to refer to the year and an 
Arabic number to sub-group, E 1 = 13 hours of scheduled laboratory 
attendance; 2 * 8 hours of scheduled laboratory attendance.. 



Run I 



Run II 



Run III 



1st Sem-2nd Sem-3rd Sem 

( 101 ) ( 102 ) ( 203 ) 
IEi 30 IEl 2 k IEl 15 
IE2 30 IEi 2 k IEi 15 



(101) (102) (203) 

ICl 20 ICl 16 ICi 10 

IC2 20 IC2 16 IC 2 10 

IC3 20 IC3 16 IC3 10 

( 101 ) ( 102 ) ( 203 ) 
IXEi 30 IIEl 2 k' IIEi 15 
IIE2 30 IIE2* 2 k IIE 2 15 



( 101 ) ( 102 ) ( 203 ) 

IICi 20 IICl 16 IICi 10 
IIC2 20 UC2 16 II0J2 10 
IIC3 20 IIC3 16 IIC3 10 

( 101 ) ( 102 ) 
IIIE* 30 IIIE! 2 k 
IIIE2 30 IIEE2 2 k 



(101) (102) 
IIIC* 20 IIIC! 16 
IIIC2 20 IIIC 2 16 
IIIC3 20 IIIC3 16 
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2. 43 Comparability of E and C Groups 

During the first week of classes the Carroll-Sapon Modern 
L anguage Aptitude Test (MAT ) was administered to S and C students . 
Students* high school grades were also available. Both the MEAT 
scores and high school grades were intended to check on the random- 
ness of student selection and to allow the establishment of any cor 
rective factor which might be needed. 

2 . 44 Instructional Staff 

Display Session instructors were selected from graduate 

assistants previously appointed by the Department of French and 

Italian. Wo effort was made to select assistants with previous 

teaching experience or professional training, but the Department 

» 

was requested to nominate candidates with accurate pronunciation 
and a high level of proficiency. It was also stipulated that pros- 
pective MCEF Display Session instructors be favorably — or at least 
not negatively— disposed toward the course. 



Notes 



1 

A first semester course, initiated by the primary investi- 
gator and Professor Simon Belasco at the Pennsylvania State Univer- 
sity in 1959-60, where classes were reduced to twenty students and 
where compulsory language laboratory work was required. This was 
followed in 1960-61 by a modification of the conventional French 
F101-F102 sequence at Indiana University; a pilot experimental 
section of 30 students met in grammatical analysis sections two 
periods per week and in drill sections of 15 students three periods 
per week. Students also were encouraged, but not required to attend 
the language laboratory several hours in addition to the two re- 
quired periods. 

2 Simon Belasco et al, "The Continuums Listening and Speaking, " 
j.n Wo F. Bottiglia (Edo), Current Issues in Language Teaching . A 
Report of the working committees of the 1963 Northeast Conference 
on the Teaching of Foreign Languages. 



3 • The Materials 



3*1 Desiderata for Materials Suitable for Self -Instruction 

The successful use of the language laboratory as a teaching 
machine depends on the availability of pedagogical materials suit- 
able for self-instruction. In this context , of course, the term 
pedagogical materials refers not only to textbooks or other visual 
presentation devices but to recorded programs as- well. Materials 
suitable for self-instruction must conform to the following cri- 
teria: a) the terminal behavior attained by the correct use of 

portions of the materials must be rigorously specified; (2) the 
student must be trained and must be able to evaluate his own res- 
ponses; (3) the student must receive immediate reinforcement in 
the form of an indication of the accuracy or inaccuracy of his 
response; (k) the materials must' exhibit a gradual progression of 

small steps. Pedagogical materials that meet these criteria are 

* 

currently labeled programmed materials . 

3*2 First Version s MGEF 1 

Unfortunately, when we launched MGEF no programmed French course 
was available and we were forced to devise our own. The materials 
we first employed constituted an adaptation of a New Key type text- 
book being developed by the primary investigator and Professor Simon 
Belasco of the Pennsylvania State University. This material presen- 
ted the fundamental phonological and grammatical features of spoken 



French, broken down into a graduated series of steps and accom- 
panied by congruent dialogue and narrative material. The later 
units contained a programmed spelling section which provided 
spelling rules whose input was phonological and grammatical in- 
formation^ original reading selections, graded with regard to 
grammatical and lexical content, provided practice in visual com- 
prehension while at the same time giving information on France and 
key aspects of French culture from the anthropological point of 
view. These reading selections were accompanied by extensive 
writing exercises. 

The first set of materials, hereafter referred to as MCEF 1 
(Miltiple -Credit Elementary French Pre -programmed materials, first 
version), consisted of eight Pronunciation Introduction units and 
forty-five units stressing grammar and vocabulary acquisition. The 
eight pronunciation units aimed at the acquisition of the fundamen- 
tal features of French pronunciation, at the phonemic as well as at 
the phonetic level, within complete sentences; in other words, the 
student was also expected to acquire French prosodic features. The 
Pronunciation Introduction units consisted of two graded dialogue 
sequences each followed by pronunciation drills. The dialogues were 

j 

very short, varying from four to eight sentences, and were graded 
with regard to phonological structure. This gradation was only par- 
tial, however, and applied. only to the vowels, which constitute the 
primary pronunciation problems for speakers of American English; no 
implicit effort was made to order the presentation of consonants, 
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although the first two or three units contain very few instances of 
the consonant /r/, for instance. The vowels were introduced as fol- 
lows : 

Unit 1 ■ /u i a/} contrast versus steady-state French [i u] and 
glided English [i^ u w ]; precise timbre of French (a) 
and non-reduction of French (a) in positions corres- 
ponding to English unstressed syllables; 

Unit 2 - contrast French /§/ and /e/; steady-state French (e) 
versus glided English [eyj; 

Unit 3 - contrast French /o / and /o/; contrast French steady- 
state [o] versus glided English [o w ]; 

Unit k - contrast French /e/ and /a/; 

Unit 5 - contrast French /o/ and /a/; 

Unit 6 - introduction of front rounded series /ft oe oe/; 

Unit 7 - introduction of nasal vowels /a e o/; 

Unit 8 - contrast of nasal vowels and sequences nonnasal vowel 
+ nasal consonant. 

We should like to point out in passing that the Pronunciation Intro- 
duction did not provide the complete inventory of French vowels; 
the vowels /a/ and /oe/ were specifically omitted since their dif- 
ferentiative function is very low. Pronunciation features were first 
practiced in complete sentences and then in drills, many of which 
involved minimal pair contrasts, either French/English pairs or 
French/French pairs. 

Dialogues were presented in a nine -step sequence. In Step One 
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the student listened to the dialogue spoken at natural speed by 
native speakers $ this step in a sense presented the student with 
the terminal behavior he was expected to attain at the end of the 
sequence . In St$p 2, Build - up Phase a, the student practiced the 
dialogue ■, starting with constituent elements and progressively 
building up the complete sentence. 

In Step Three } Build - up Phase b f sentence partials and com- 
plete sentences were matched with their English equivalents# The 
technique generally followed was reverse build-up i,e. t? the right- 
most element was presented first ; but when this process interfered 
with syntactic groupings , leftmost elements were introduced first. 



We illustrate with the second dialogue of Unit 3. 



manteau 
vot-re manteau 
beaucoup 
j c aime 

j*aime beaucoup 

<7 l ’aime beaucoup votre manteau. 

achete 
avez-vous 
1 2 avez-vous 
1* avez-vous achete 
quand 

Quand l 1 avez-vous achete? 

soldes ' 

des slides 
au moment 

Au moment des soldes. 

dernier 
le mois 

Le mois dernier? 



coat 

your coat 
very much 
I like 

I like very much 
I like your coat very much. 

bought 
have you 
have you (it) 
have you bought it 
when 

When did you buy it? 

sales 

the sales 

at the time 

At sale time, 

% • 

last 

the month 
Last month? 
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dernier l as ^ 

au printemps in the spring 

au printemps dernier last spring 

Non, au printemps dernier. No, last spring. 

In Step Four the student practiced' complete sentences matched 
by their English near-equivalents. At this stage it was assumed 
that the student had learned the dialogue and knew the meanings of 
sentence partials sufficiently well to recall complete sentences 
■when presented with their English glosses. 

In Step Five the student was required to alternately play both 
roles of the dialogue and, so to speak, engage in conversation with 
the voice on the tape. Part of this step consisted also of a com- 
prehension test wherein students were asked to provide the English 
glosses of a list of French words and phrases. 

In Step Six the lexical items contained in the dialogue were 
permuted in simple substitution drills. We present an example from 
Unit 3: 

L*avez-vous achete au printemps? 

en hiver? 

* 

en ete? 

_ _ ici? 

— le mois dernier? 

t 

• « \ 

au printemps? 

It will be observed that the grading of the presentation of 
phonology was not perfect since in addition to the alternation of 
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/c/ s /o/ and /e/ s /e/ in their typical contexts, ,and the review 
of vowels introduced in earlier units,, the student was asked to use 
in complete sentences phonological features not yet drilled inten- 
sively? nasal vowels, /r/, and ft/ + vowel sequences. 

Step Seven started with a comprehension test where the student 



was required to provide the English equivalents of sentences illus- 
trating constructions occurring in the dialogue, but exhibiting 

vocabulary items from preceding units or the recombination drills, 
e.g., 



L avez-vous achete au printemps? L*avez“Vous achete en automne? 
J aime beaucoup votre manteau. -?• J°aime beaucoup votre camarade. 
In the second part of this test, the student was required to trans- 
late short phrases from English to French, e.g., 

your co.at votre manteau 

“• li'Ke j 3 adme 

Starting with •. -n.lt Three, each unit also contained a Comprehen- 
sion Brill (Step Qj designed to train the student in understanding 
material containing grammatical constructions and lexical items new 

to him, but whose meanings might he guessed from associations with 

««* 

previously learned French grammatical constructions and lexical 
items or obvious English cognates. We illustrate with the Compre- 
hension Brill of Unit Three: 

"Listen zc this following conversation and he prepared to an- 
swer questions about its content, tou will hear only two new words: 
loue meaning "rented "3 again, loue, loue: situe meaning "situated "j 



■tf't f*- — 















< 



s-iW- m ta>i*i ksijl «b«J it ~J^ i > . 



I 



I 



i 



n't 
fe i 



fits 




-ERJC — 



59. 



again, . situe , situe . 



Now the conversation: 



You have rented a cabin and a friend of yours inquires about 



it. — 



A. Vous avez loue un chalet? 

B. Oui, j*ai loue un chalet. 

M* Quand, le mois dernier? 

B. Non, le printemps dernier. 

A. (& est-il situe? 

B. Loin d*ici. 

A. Vous allez au chalet cet automne? 

B. Non, cet hiver. 



Answers 



We shall now ask you six questions. 

1. Vous avez loue un chalet? (Oui, j*ai loue un chalet.) 

2. Quand, le mois dernier? (Non, le printemps dernier.) 

3. C)u est-il situe? 4 (Loin d f ici.) 

4. Vous allez au chalet cet hiver?(Oui, cet hiver.) 

5. Vous allez au chalet cet (Non, cet hiver.) 



automne? 

6. Le chalet est pres d*ici? 



(Non, loin d*ici.) 



If yon cannot answer these questions with complete assurance 
and without hesitation, do the Alternate Program; otherwise proceed 
to Unit Four. 

Alternate Program (Step 9) 

Go back over the conversation again, then attempt to answer the 
following questions. 

1. Vous avez loue un chalet? Oui, j*ai loue un chalet. 

2. Quand, l'ete dernier? Non, le printemps dernier. 
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.. 3® Avez-vous achete un chalet? Non,, j *ai loue un chalet. 

4. Est-ii loin <3*191? • Oui, il .est' loin d*ici. 

5. C>u es-t-il situe? Loin d*ici. 

6. Vous allez a.u chalet., eet ete? Non, cet hiver. 

1 

The forty-five units of the materials proper followed the New 
Key quite closely and shared the latter *s formal separation of com- 
ponents (dialogues, pronunciation drills, lexical manipulation 
drills, grammar drills and explanations, comprehension drills.) They 
differed from such materials as ESI Basic French , Modern French , or 
A-L M French by a more careful ordering of grammatical features and 
by a more detailed analysis of single grammatical points into small 
steps. For instance, the presentation of numerals was spread through 
five units. First "l" to "10", which show complex form variation 
(e.g., "6" is manifested as / si/ , /sis/, or /siz/ depending on the 
phonological environment), were presented. 'The following .unit pre- 
sented the forms for "11 w to "19", then "20" to "69", "70" to "99", 
and finally numerals "100" and above. This progression was motiva- 
ted, for instance, by the fact that French numerals show four dif- 
ferent patterns in the formation of the "-ties": (l) "20", "30", 

”40", "50", "60" are derived by adding the suffix /at/ to bases re- 
lated morphophonemically to "3", "4", "5", and "6"^ (2) "20" is 
/vet/ ~ /ve/, a form obviously unrelated to /dote/ ~ /dde z/j (3) "80" 
is four-score, viz. q ua.tr e - vingts : (4) "70" is "60" and "10" and 
"90" is "80" and "10". 
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Each unit consisted of a 1.0-15 sentence' dialogue, review pro- 
nunciation drills, two grammar sections, and a comprehension drill. 
In Units 1 6 through 25 the pronunciation drills were replaced by' a 
spelling program; starting with Unit 26 a reading selection consis- 
ting of descriptions of Prance and aspects • of French culture and 
accompanied. by writing exercises was introduced. In the section 
below. these units will be discussed and illustrated in detail. 

In the Dialogue Exploitation Sequence the students first lis- 
tened to a short dialogue which contained instances of the gr ammar 

• i 

features to be drilled in the Grammar Sequence; . the following dia- 
logue introduces verbs forming past phrases with etre as auxiliary 
(the more general formation with avoir as auxiliary had been pre- 
sented previously). 

Unit 18 - Dialogue 
STEP OKE - Dialogue for Listening 

J. Tu es sortie dimanche? 

M. Oui, et je me suis bien amusee. 

J. Ah oui! Qu a est-ce que tu. as fait? 

M. Paul est venu me chercher vers 3 heures. Devine <ou 
on est alle? 

J. Je ne sais pas, raconte. 

M. On a fait un tour a Saint-Germain. 

J. Je parieque vous etes descendus dans une cave. 

M. Oui, histoire de voir si c*etait bien. 

J. Et ^a t*a plu? 
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M* Tellement que nous y sorames restes. 

«T. Vous etes rentres tard? 

M. Pluto t oui! On est parti- a minuit. 

Note the .contrasts s tu es_ sortie , ,ie me suis bien amusee , on 

est alle , Paul - est venu « vous etes descendus ' nous y somme s .restes , ' * 

vous etes re ntres , on est ’parti- versus' tu as fait , on a fait , ca t*a 

plu^ on the one hand,, and singular versus plural and masculine versus 

\ . 

feminine forms of the past participle on the other* , 

Next the student was guided in the reverse build-up^ - of the 
dialogue from syntactic partials. First, the English contextual 
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equivalents were provided, but were then removed in the subsequent 
stepo 



STEP TW>; - Build < 7p P hase a 



, di'.mnche 
sortie 
es sortie 
tu es sortie 
Tu es sortie dimanche? 

amusee 
suis amusee 
je suis amusee 
je me suis amusee 
je me suis bien amusee 



Sunday 

gone out 

went out 

you went out 

Bid you go out Sunday? 

V 

amused 
was amused 



Z am amused 
Z had fun 
I had a lot of fun 

Oui, et je me suis bien amusee. Tes, and I had a lot of fun. 



fait 
as fait 
tu as fait 
qu*es.t-ce que 
Qu^st-ce que tu as fait? 
Ah ouiS Q f est-ce que tu 
as fait? 



done 

have done 
you did 
what 

■What did you do? 

Ah, jya&l What did you do? 
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Note that. the utterance .ie me suis bien . amusee is built-up from. 
,ie suis amusee and successive expansions by addition of me and bien 
rather than from je. me suis and bien amusee since the former proce- 
dure is considered to facilitate analogizing and independent use of 
the structural and lexical elements presented. 

When the students were able to provide English and then Erench 
equivalents immediately upon cue, they proceeded to manipulate the 
syntactic frames and the vocabulary items including those of the 
dialogue, as well as additional items which belonged to the same lex- 
ical field. The following Multiple Substitution Drill starts from 
the last sentence of the dialogue and presents alternately, substi- 
tutions which are to be inserted in the Subject •+ Eredicate and 
Adverbial Complement slots respectively. 

STEP '.FIVE - Lexical Variation Drills 



Multiple Substitution Drill 3. 



On est parti a minuit. 

On est rentre 

tard. 

Ils ont telephone 

avant-hier. 

On est parti ___________ 

.ti minuit. 



We left at midnight. 

We came back at midnight. 
We came back late. 

They telephoned. late. 
They telephoned the day 
before yesterday. 

We left the day before 
yesterday. 

We left at midnight. • 



The final step in the Dialogue Exploitation Sequence consisted 
of a .set of questions on the dialogue.^ 



une cave? 

Est-ce que c’etait bien? 

Paul et Madeleine ont aims 
la cave? 

XIs sent restes longtemps? 

A quelle heure est-ce qu*ils 
sont partis? 

Ils sont rentres tpt ou tard?. 

Est-ce qu’ilssont rentres vers 
onze-heures ou vers minuit ? 



Suggested Answer 

XIs ont fait un tour a 
Saint-Germain. 

Oui, ils sont descendus 
dans une cave. 

Oui, c*etait bien. 

Oui, ils ont aime la cave. 

Oui, ils sont restes long- 
. temps . 

.Us sont partis a minuit. 

.Us sont rentres tard. 

XIs sont rentres vers minuit. 



STEP SETOT - Questions . on the Dialogue 



Cfo est-ce qu* ils ont fait un 
tour? 

Est-ce qu*ils sont descendus dans 



Grammar was presented inductively in a three-step sequences^ the 



student first performed mim-mem type Learning prills, the grammatical 



feature which he had learned was then discussed in a Gramma r State 



ment Section and, finally, his control of the feature was rendered 
automatic and tested by Pr actice Drills. This procedure is illus- 
trated below with the past indefinite (passj compose) verbs selecting 
etre as auxiliary in Subject + Predicate + Adverbial. Complement 
sentences found in whit l8<> 



Learning Drill 1 



-XL 

XI 

XI 

XI 

XI 

XI 

TT 

II 



est parti ce matin, 
est rentre 



est 


mort 


• 


est 


ne 




est 


venu 


.0 


est 


sorti 


• 


est 


retourne 


.ft 


est 


parti 


.ft 



He left this morning. 

He came back this morning. 
He died this morning. 

He was born this morning. 
He came this morning. 

He went out this morning * 
He returned this morning. 
He left this morning. 
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Learning Drill 2/ 



Ils sont entres par la f enetre . 

On est entre 0 

Elle est entree . 

II- est entre , 

Elies sont entrees . 

Ils sont entres . 



They came in through the 
window. 

We . came in through the 
window. 

She came in through the 
window. 

He came in through the 
window. 

They came in through the 
Window. 

' They, came in . through . the 
window. 



■ The Grammar Statement merely listed the verbs constituting the 
class and discussed the feature of agreement (primarily orthogra- 
phic) past participle-subject.* The Eractice Drills consisted pri- 
marily of correlation and transformation drills. 



Eractice Drill R - Correlation 
Contrast - etre /avoir 



Nous avons telephone. 

sortis • • 

________ danse. 

rentres . 

partis . 

___ menti. 

arrives . 

travaille. 



Confirmation 



Nous sommes sortis. 
Nous avons danse. 
Nous sommes rentres* 
Nous sommes partis. 
Nous avons menti. 

Nous sommes arrives. 
Nous avons travaille* 



Eractice Drill S - Correlation 

Est-ce que vous etes sorti a neuf heures? 

_____ dejeunS ______ __ 

Est-ce que tu _ _____ __ 

partis 

Est-ce que nous ____ ___ 

atterri _____ 
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Est~ce que yous 



arrive 



? 

? 



Practice Drill U 



Transformez au passe, compose. 



Example : Model : 

Student ; 
Model : 



Elle ne descend pas. 

Elle n*est pas descendue. 
Elle n*est pas descend.ue. 



II ne pleut pas. 

II ne vend pas son chalet, 
Elle.ne va pas au chalet. 
11 ne ment pas. .. 

II ne sort pas. 

Elle n* attend pas le 
facteur. 

II ne repond pas a la 
lettre . 



II n*a pas plu. 

II n*a pas vendu son chalet. 
Elle n*est pas allee au chalet, 
II n* a pas menti. 

II n*est pas sorti. 

Elle n*a pas attendu le 
facteur. 

11 n* a pas repondua la 
lettre . 



All Learning and Practice Drills were four-phase. The student 
was given a base utterance which he mimicked } then a cue which he sub- 
stituted in the base sentence or which called for some grammatical 



manipulation. The student performed the substitution or the grammati- 
cal manipulation and received a confirmation in the form of the cor- 
rect response provided by the model j the student could mimic the 
correct response immediately after the model. For example , Practice ■ 

t 

Drill S above is performed as follows. 



(3) Model : 



w Student : 



(1) Model Cue : 

(2 ) Student : 



Est-ce que vous etes sorti a neuf 
heures? 

Est-ce que vous £tes sorti a, neuf 
heures ? 

/dezoene/ 

Est-ce que vous avez dejeune & neuf 



-m y»r 
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heures? . 





(3) 


Model Confirmation: 


Est-ce que vous 


avez dejeune \ neuf 








heures ? 




fl 


w 


Student : 


Est-ce que -vous 


avez dejeune % neuf 


y 




* 


heures ? 




n 


a) 


Model Cue: 


/payti/ 


* 






.etc. 





As was noted earlier the MCEF 1 materials represent an improve- 
ment of current New Key material primarily by their more gradual 
presentation of grammatical features. Grammatical features, say, 
the partitive article, the passe compos!, were not introduced in 
toto, but rather an effort was made to analyze the feature in terms 
of a set of rules progressing from the more general to the more par- 
ticular. Wo attempt was made to present any feature exhaustively, 
thereby eliminating many of the so-called*, ’’exceptions to the excep- 
tions of the rule" from the syllabus and avoiding -problems of sty- 
listic variations which, in our opinion, should not be introduced 
at the elementary level. We illustrate with the presentation of the 
negative construction. In French, sentences are made negative by 
the addition of the two-part adverb /nE...paZ/ to the verb core; 

/nE/ occurs before and /paZ/ immediately following the first filler 
of the predicate slot,^ or in other terms, 

Neg -» Wegi + Negg 
Weg 1 -> nE 
Wegg -» paZ 
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Aux + Neg^. + Negg + MV Neg 1 + Aux + Neg 2 + MV 
Where Aux is auxiliary and MV is main verb*. 

!Eie first learning task is the use of the appropriate allomorph 
of the first negative element: /n/ or /noe/. Since orthographical 

and phonologically manifest forms do not coincide, and since the 

/ 

former acts as a source of positive and negative transfer, the gram- 
matical presentation must consider both the -written and phonologi- 

m 

cally manifest forms. 

'Ihe negative transform is presented in three steps. In Step 

One the student is taught to insert the two-part adverb /n/ • . . /pa/ 

•* 

before verbs beginning with consonants and after subjects ending with 

a vowel. Eere /n/ is spelled ne: 

-X’u sais. -» ‘J?u ne sais pas. 

vou3 comprenea. — > Vous ne eomprenez pas. 

In Step Iwo, /n/ . . . /pa/, here spelled n», is used before 

* < 

verbs beginning with a vowel: 

J v ai faim. -> tie n*ai pas faim. 

II est fatigue. -» II n*est pas fatigue. 

In Step three, the student practices the /noe/ form which occurs 
before verbs beginning with consonants and after words ending with 



consonants: 



but: 



II comprend 
On comprend, 



— £ 



II ne comprend pas, 
On n/ comprend pas, 
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3. 3 Second Version : MCEF 2 

While MCEF 1 materials proved compatible with partial self- 
instruction, their pedagogical efficiency left much to be desired. 

We felt that the MCEF 1 units did not present phonological features 
gradually enough and that the too rapid introduction of gra mma r 
patterns and vocabulary interfered with the full assimilation of 
pronunciation habits. Also, as is often the case when materials 
are prepared with a short lead-time, unexpected delays and diffi- 
culties reduced the margin of safety and some units suffered from 
too hasty composition. In addition, the elimination of the lecture 
sessions required that grammatical explanations be presented through 
the self -instructional materials rather than by an instructor. 

It was decided therefore to prepare a modified version, MCEF 2 , 
to be used with the E g group in the fall of 1962. The MCEF 2 
materials consisted of two parts: a Pronunciation Introduction 

containing thirty units and a second -level set of sixteen units. 

A Pronunciation Introduction unit typically contained fiv<s*, sections. 
In the first part labeled Listening , the student was trained to dis- 
criminate between French phonemes or between a French phoneme and an 
English near -equivalent. For example, consider the Listening section 
of Unit 8: 

• Step 1. Listen to the following examples of the phoneme /oe/. 
deux 

noeud, etc. 



ft* 

How listen to these same examples, each preceded by a 

VI.. -i 

French word containing the phoneme /e/. Listen for the 

difference between the two sounds. 

de -> deux 

ne -> noeud 

How compare a French word with the phoneme /!/, fol- 
lowed by one with the phoneme /oe/, and finally one 
containing the phoneme /u/. 

de deux doux 

ne nqeud -> nous 

Step Foul’ of this section consisted of an Identification Test. 

If the student failed to score 90fo he was instructed to work through 
the Listening section again, otherwise he proceeded to the Production 
section. The latter contained four-phase imitation drills and the 
practice material consisted of one syllable utterances only. The 
third section contained longer utterances and transformation drills 
in which the student was expected to manipulate the newly presented 
sound feature in phrase-length utterances. This modification of the 
presentation of pronunciation resulted from our conception of the 
acquisition of pronunciation habits in an FL as a four-level process: 
(l) the acquisition of the perceptive • "grid" of the native speaker 
of the FL, e.g., for French, the ability to hear the acoustic dif- 
ferences between /i/ and /u/ and /u/ and /u/; ( 2 ) the ability to 
match the new acoustic image by making new articulatory adjustments; 
(3) the integration of the newly acquired sound feature in sentence 
length utterances; habit formation so that the accurate produc- 



Step 2. 



Step 3* 



tion of the new sound feature becomes automatic in context. 



In the fourth section, some grammatical, function was attached 
to the newly acquired sound feature. Thus, in Unit 8 the student 
learned that /oe/ before a noun and after /l/ cues masculine and 
singular as opposed to /a/ which cues feminine and singular and 
/e/ ([e] or [e]) which signifies plural. 

The phonological features^of French were presented in the fol- 



lowing order.- 
Unit 
1 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 



8 

9 

10 

.11 



Phonological Feature 
/a/; even rhythm 
/i/; intonation 

N 

nonaspiration of /p t k/ 

N 



/oe/; neutralized /oe/ 
final 1 

N 



Grammatical Function 

feminine noun markers 

singular versus plural 
of -iss- verbs 



nous 



/vous 



feminine singular versus 
feminine plural 

verb forms in /e/ versus 
base forms, e.g., il 
•passe /vous passe z; il 
passe/il a passe 



masculine noun markers 
il/ils verb forms 



locative au versus • a la 



12 



v« 



Unit 


Phonological Feature 


Grammatical Function 


’ Ik 


• 


la/une; du/au 


15 


/e/ versus /e/ 


ilfs)/elleCs) 


1 6 


/oe/ 




17 


/'o/ 




18 


/wa/, /ui/ 




19 


n, t/ 




20 




present, passe compose 
of Class II regular verbs 


21 


/si 




22 




on; verb forms in -ont 


23 




possessive adjectives 


2k 




present/past Class I (-er) 
regular verbs 


25 


/a/ 

- / 


locative en 


26 




/l/ versus /lE/ 


27 


N 


un/une 


28 


final /r/ 


infinitive 


29 


medial /r/ 


future 


30 


hh /sq/$ /s/ 
versus /z/ 


imperfect 



In the first four sections pronunciation was practiced without 
reference to meaning, although an effort was made in grammatical 
drills to use, whenever possible, lexical items presented in earlier 
units and whose meanings were known to the student. Our experience 
in devising suitable materials for MCE2F progressively reinforced our 
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intuition that only if the material were meaningful to him* would 

*• 

the student be motivated to use the auto-didactic sessions to best 
advantage and to progress as rapidly as possible through the course. 
Whenever pronunciation or grammatical features were drilled inde- 
pendently of semantic content boredom set in and retention was weak. 
It is not surprising therefore that later MCEF 2 materials are less 



formal than earlier ones and contain fewer instances of a separation 
between the two aspects of the linguistic sign, the phonologic ally 
manifest significant and the semantic content, 'the signifie . 

The fifth section of each MCEF was a dialogue sequence very 
similar to that of MCEF 1. The differences lay mostly in the or- 
dering of the various steps of the dialogue sequence. 

MCEF 1 MCEF 2 



Step 1 Dialogue for Listening 

Step 2a Build-up: French 

Step 2b Build-up: French-English Complete Sentences 

French 



Step 3a Complete Sentences: 
French-English 



Build-up: French 
English 



Step 3b 

*♦ 1 *%- 



Complete Sentences 
French -Engli sh 



Step 4 Directed Dialogue 

Step 5a Questions on the Dialogue 
Step 5b Comprehension Test 

Step 6 Lexical Variation Drills 

Step 7 



Test: English^ French 



•• •• 
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Step 


7a 


Step 


8 


Step 


8a 


Step 


9 


Step 


9a 


Step 


9b 


Step 


9c 



(Alternate Sequence) 

Narration 



(Alternate Narra- 
tion) 



Spelling Program 
Spelling Test 



(Alternate Spelling 
Program) 



Dictation 



In MCEF 2 greater emphasis was placed on comprehension by placing 
the narrations within the dialogue sequence. Starting with Unit 16, 
the build-ups were reversed and English glosses were presented before 
the student was asked to practice the pronunciation of the sentences 
of the dialogue. It was found that the student* s desire to know uhe 
meaning of any French utterance he was asked to repeat counteracted 
the transfer of English pronunciation habits together with the mean- 
ing of cognate words. Since the conventional orthography codes both 
sound and grammatical features it is more efficient to fix the asso- 
ciation of written and spoken forms as soon as the latter have been 
presented. The time lag between audio and visual presentation was as 
brief as possible and the association of sound and letter was effec- 
tuated without the interne diary of a transcription, with the excep- 
tion of the initial introduction of phonemes whose orthographic 
representation is not consistent. The term "program" is used here 
in a nontechnical sense for the Spelling Program did not exhibit all 
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the characteristics of programmed materials. Let us illustrate with 
representative sequential examples from the Spelling Program of Unit 
10, which purports to teach several spelling rules. 

Step 1. 



A final pronounced letter is generally spelled with the cor- 
responding letter plus the letter e. 

Wow write the following words with a final consonant. 



Recorded Voice 



Confirmation 



/Pip/ 

/malad/, etc. 



pipe 

malade 



Step 2. 

The consonant /s/ at the end of a word is generally spelled 



-sse. 



/mas/ , etc . 



masse 



Step 3- 



The vowel /!/ is often written e. Wote the accent mark. 



/ bebe/ 
/pase/, etc. 



bebe 



passe 



Step 4. 

Final /e/ on the past participle is spelled -e. 

/ilapase/, etc. il a passe 

Step 5- 

Final /e/ of second person present verb forms, including 
formal commands, is written -ez. 

/tise/. etc. tissez 






( 



L 



Step 6. 



/vu/ or /vuz/ meaning "you” •which precedes second person 

verb forms is spelled vous and is written as a separate word. 

/vuzave/ vous avez 

/vulave/, etc. vous lavez 

An important difference between MCE1? 1 and MCEF 2 materials is 
that the latter is carefully graded and presented in minimal steps 
at all levels: phonology, grammar, vocabulary, spelling. In the 

following short dialogue which appears in Revised Unit 11, only the 
vowels /i u a e 6/ appear repeatedly with single instances of 
/e o oe/, but occurrences of nasalized vowels of /u/, and of the 
consonant /r/ have been eliminated. 

— <& allez-vcus cet ete? /ualevu setet/ 

—Chez nous, au Canada. /senu okanada/ 

— 11 fait beau l f ete la-bas? /ilfebolete laba/ 

t 

—Oh, ouit Vous Connaissez le Canada? /owi vukonese lkanada/ 
— Assez pau. , /asepcrf/ 

I 

Grammar* was presented in terms of generative processes rather 
than in terms of paradigms. For example, the student was first led 
to use present tense forms , derived from the bare stem without in- 
flectional endings (/5don/, /tudon/, /ildon/), then to transform 
these to the past (/m n/ -> /Xedcme/) by the Insertion and suffixa- 
tion of /§/ • • • /!/ respectively before being given the complete 
present tense paradigm (/nudono/, /vudone/). Productive grammatical 




features were introduced before residual ones. Forms of frequent 
residual verbs ( etre , avoir . aller , f aire , pouvoir , vouloir) were 
introduced after the present and passe compose of the productive 
-er and -iss- (e.g., finir) classes had been assimilated; fre- 
quent residual forms, however, were presented before the vous 
and nous forms of productive classes since students were able 
to engage in natural conversation by using the tu and on forms. 

Drill material was also made more natural and progressive: 
correlation and transformation drills were replaced by response 
drills which allowed the student to assimilate grammatical fea- . 
tures by responding to a series of related questions posed by 
the voice on the tape and usually referring back to situations 
and using vocabulary presented in dialogues recently learned. 
Compare the following drills , also dealing with passe compose 
phrases constructed with etre as auxiliary, wi*:h the sequence 
presented above in 3*1 (for the sake of brevity only one of the 
eight items of each step is given): 

STEP ONE - 

Answer the questions in the past tense. 

Model : Est-ce qu'il est parti ce matin? 

Student : Oui, il est parti ce matin. 

Conf . : Oui, il est parti ce matin. 

STEP TWO - 

Answer the questions in the past tense. 

Model : Il est alle au cinema. Et vous, est-ce 

que vous etes alle au cinema? 

Student : Oui, moi aussi, je suis alle au cinema. 

Conf .: Oui, moi aussi, je suis alle au cinema. 
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The two previous sets of drills are -presentation sets and 
were immediately followed by grammar rules and statements; thus 
the dichotomy mim-mem, learning drill and practice drill was 
eliminated. The drill sets that followed the grammatical statement 
became progressively more difficult and reviewed previously drilled 
features . 



STEP FOUR - 



Answer in the negative. 



Model : Est-ce qu*ils sent arrives? 

Student- : Eon, ils ne sont pas arrives, 
Conf . : Eon, ils ne sont pas arrives, 



STEP FIVE - 



Answer the questions. 
Model: 



A quelle heure est-ce que vous etes alles 
au bureau? 

Student i Nous sommes alles au bureau a deux heures. 

Eous sommes alles au bureau a deux heures, 



Oonf 



STEP SEVEE - 



Model : 



soeur arrive ce soir. Et ta, soeur? 

Student : Ma soeur est arrivee ce matin. 

Oonf . ; Ma soeur est arrivee cfe matin. 



STEP TEE - 



Respond to the command, 



Model : Bites que vous etes descendu au laboratoire. 

Student : «Xe suis descendu au laboratoire. 

Oonf . : Je suis descendu au laboratoire. 



Except for the changes in the structure of the grammatical sections, 
the 1 6 second-level units of MCEF 2 materials did not differ substantially 
from MCEF 1 materials. In fact, the same narrative and reading selections 
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were utilized with only minor modifications. 



MCEF 2, especially its 30 first-level units , represented a 
tour cte force — admittedly not as brilliant and uncompromising as 
F. Rand Morton : s Audio-Lingual Language Programming (A.L.L.P.) 
series. Morton and his associates refused to introduce any mean- 
ing until the learner had demonstrated a high degree of control 
over phonological features (both discrimination and production) 
and could respond automatically to grammatical features abstracted 
from meaningful concatenations. This attempt to dissociate the 
expression level of language from its content runs counter to 
an experienced teacher*s intuition and, furthermore, the Skinner- 
ian view of verbal behavior on which this attempt rests is challen- 
ged by current theories of language and of verbal learning, notably 
those of Chomsky and Miller respectively.^- At any rate, MCEF 2 did 
not yield results dramatically different from those obtained with 
the use of MCEF 1 materials due to the fact that students experienced 
boredom with the early first-level units and that the rigorous pro- 
cedures and sequencing interfered with the seemingly multilevel 
nature of FL language learning. It was decided to devise yet a 
third set of materials to be used with the IHE group starting 
in September 1963 which would replace the 30 first-level units 
of MCEF 2 materials. No IJSOE contract funds were available for 
this purpose, but fortunately, an educational film producer, Suther- 
land Educational Films, showed interest in a programmed French 
course into which motion picture films could be incorporated and 



provided necessary development funds. Ehese materials will hence- 
forth be labeled SEP (Sutherland Educational Films) materials. 

3*4 SEP Programmed Materials 

SEP is a formally programmed course consisting of 84l4 frames 
displayed by a programmed workbook and accompanied by thirty-three 
hours of recorded tape. It is divided into twenty-two units varying 
from 4l to 812 frames and from 5 to 187 minutes of playing time. 
Strictly speaking * SEF is a linear program* but since students may 
be shunted to preceding steps in the program on the basis of their 
performance on criterion frames* and since some of the frames have 
a loop structure* it may be considered cyclical too. 

A typical SEIF unit consists of the following sections: 

1. A dialogue spoken by native speakers at normal conversa- 
tional tempo. 

2. A varying number of programmed sets introducing new phono- 
logical features* spelling rules* grammar patterns* voca- 
bulary items* Ihe step-by-step progression exhibited by 
these sets also provides for the reintroduction of material 
presented in preceding units. 

3* A second presentation cf the dialogue following the pro- 
grammed sets. Since the programmed sets force the student 
to manipulate the structures contained in the dialogue* the 
former is* in effect* learned by the time this stage is 
reached and the^student*® task is to recombine learned ele- 
ments into a complete dialogue* 



4. Questions on the dialogue which employ structures unfamiliar 
to the student but to which he can reply by incorporating 
these new structures within his acquired repertory. 

5- A comprehension drill consisting of a short narrative pre- 
sented only by the recorded program and followed by ques- 
tions in English to be answered in English; in later units 
additional questions in French to be answered by choosing 
. one of several alternate written French responses are intro- 
duced • 

6. A final test consisting of a series of questions covering 
all the material presented; these are to be answered both 
orally and in writing and provisions are made to shunt the 
student to the specific sequence corresponding to any ques- 
tion which is not handled accurately or fluently. 

SEF is divided into frames, sequences, sets, and units. A 

frame provides a minimum of information and is composed of a stimulus 

* 

or a set of stimuli to which the student makes one or more responses , 
and a confirmation . A sequence contains about thirty frames and pre- 
sents related bits of information, shapes a desired set of new res- 
ponses , and finally checks on the acquisition of the new responses 

through the use of a criterion frame . Whenever the student fails 
* 

to give a correct or acceptable response to the criterion frame, he 
is shunted back to the beginning of the sequence. We illustrate with 
a reverse build-up sequence designed to train the student to respond 
orally and in writing to the question Jacques habite a Nice ?, itself 



an instance of the construction S(ubject + Predicate ) + A(dverb of 
place) where A is filled by names of cities. Note that the student 
must evaluate the correctness of the written and oral replies as well 
as the quality of his response. The numbers refer to units and 
frames within each unit; the portion of the frame appearing in it- 
alics is provided by the recorded program and is not seen by the 
student • 



1.44 Chorus only the answer to the 


Yes 


question. 




Did you chorus only the answer'? 


No 


Jacques habite a Nice? 




Oui, Jacques habite a Nice. 







1.45 Provide the missing part of 
the answer. Write the vowel 
sound of the part of the 
answer you say. 

Jacques habite a Nice? 

Oui* Jacques habite a 

a 


II 




. Conf.s Nice. 




N 


1.46 Provide the missing part. 


/ /,. / / 




Write the vowel sounds con- 




tained only in the part of 
the answer that you say. 

Jacques habite a Nice? 

Oui, Jacques 


ll,ll 



Conf o : habite a Nice. 
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M, N, 

/ a /> /i/> 


1.^7 Provide the missing part. 
Write the vowel sounds 
contained in the part of 
the answer that you say. 


M't" 




Jacques habite a Mce? 
Oui, 





Conf . : Jacques habite a Mce . 



/a/, /a/, /i/ 


1.^8 Answer the question: 




/a/, N 


Jacques habite a Mce? 





Conf.: Oui, Jacques habite a Mce. 



Criterion Frame 

Stop your tape. Listen again to this last frame. Compare your 
answer which has been recorded and your teacher* s answer which is 
always on your tape. 

Your answer was poor if it was! too slow in its delivery, not 
loud enough, or did not have proper rhythm. 



Check one box below after each attempt, 
1st attempt 2nd attempt 



3rd attempt 



GOOD L / Proceed to / / Proceed to / / Proceed to 

Unit 2. Unit 2. t Unit 2. 

POOR LJ Go back to nj Go back to / / Report to your 
frame 1 6 . frame 16 . instructor. 



Three or four sequences constitute a set. Sets also con- 
tain two or three cyclical drill frames requiring only oral 
responses and composed of ten transformations forming a closed loop; 



T 






C 









8k. 



i 



these loops are very similar to conventional pattern drills, but 
they differ from these by the fact that the cuing of the transfor- 
mation is generally visual rather than oral. Consider for in- 
stance : 

Cadre Wumero 15 . 305 

Answer orally. Work on this frame as long as necessary until 
you can answer all the questions without any errors. 



(fa 




5 . (grands -parents ) 



6. (mere) 



7 . 




8. 




Es-tu alle a Nice ?. 

Conf . : Won . ,ie suis alle a Paris . 

As-tu une soeur? 

Conf.: Won , j. f ai un frere . 

Est - elle f atiguee ? 

Conf • : Oul , elle est f atiguee . 



Qui est alle a la camnagne 
avec toi? 



Conf. 



Paul est alle • a la canrpagne 
avec moi. 



0u es-tu alle samed i ? 

Conf • : Samedi ,ie suis alle"" chez mes 

grands - parent s . 

Cfo est - elle allee hier soir ? 
•Conf. : Hier soir elle est allee chez 

sa mere. 



Q,ui est rest! a la maison ? 

Conf • : Marie est restee a la maison . 

Eier soir ’avec qui es-tu 
reste ~a la maison ? 

Conf • : Hier soir ,ie suis reste a la 

maison avec Paul . 

Avec qui as-tu regarde la 
television ? 

Conf. : J f al regard! la television avec 

Paul et Marie. 
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Elle a regard! la television 
toute la soiree,? 

Conf . i Oui , elle a regard! la tel! - 
vision avec Paul et Marie. 



A dialogue , several sets,, and a dialogue utilization sequence 
■ and in later units a comprehension drill--make up a unit . The 
progression of the student through a SEP unit is presented in sche- 
matic form below. 



(a) 



. Diagram 3 • 

Progression Through a Sequence 




mm 



Unacceptable 
Go back to the 
beginning of the 
sequence • 



v 
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ft) 

£ 



Diagram k 

Progression Through a Set 

^ < 



1 

Sequence 












J 






Sequence 




Sequence 


Oral 


A 




B 




C 




Frames 




Diagram 5 

Progression Through a Unit 



Dialogue 




Set 




Set 




Set 


Listening 


-> 


One 


— £ 


Two 


-> 


Five 



— > 



Dialogue 

Listening 






Directed 




Questions 




Compre- 


Dialogue 


-> 


on 




hension 






Dialogue 







TEST 



A student may work through the same sequence several times. 
During his first run through a sequence he is required to make both 
oral and written responses, except for presentation frames which 
require only a written response. During a second or third run only 
oral responses are required. This points up one of the weaknesses 
of the program for as a student nears the end of a repeat run, his 
learning is reduced and his motivation lags. The program could no 
doubt be improved by providing second and third modes which differ 
from the initial run in the number and character of frames; this 
would make SEP a truly cyclical program similar to Carr oil* s 
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Mandarin Chinese Program. The drill loops do not contain any 
formal tests; the student proceeds to the next set only if he 
responds with confidence to the material contained in the loop. 

A "review" mode of SEP was in fact prepared by eliminating 
all presentation frames from a sequence and it was tried out on 
MCEF students who were still working on early SEF units in the 
fall of 1964. 

SEP contains a variety of frame types. A recognition frame 
requires a simple written response such as circling a stick figure, 
a transcription symbol, etc. Recognition frames usually pre- 
sent information. Multiple choice frames require a choice on 
the part of the student, generally expressed by circling one of 
two alternatives. Recognition and multiple choice frames are 
illustrated in the following sequence which trains the student 
to produce an accurate steady-state French /e/. 

Sound Discrimination and Differentiation Sequence 



4.31 Is this a question? 


Yes 


Annick est'la cousine 


No 


de Jacques • 







4.32 Which utterance is the 


First 




French for *is*? 




#■ 

i i 


Second 


V 








4,33 French /e/ glides on. 


True 




English /ey/ is short 




^Second J 


and cut off. 


False 







4.36 Which French vowel 


M 


sound appears in this 




set ? 


N 




fait, c’est, mai 





N 


4.37 Which French vowel 
sound appears in: 

4 

flit, su, lu 


II 







fltf 





Identification frames require the correct identification of. a 



transcription symbol representing a phonological feature or of a 

«» 

grammatical form. We illustrate with the continuation of the sound 
production sequence of Unit 4 and a grammar sequence teaching the 
alternation’ between the two forms of the equivalent to ’’is"; 

/©/ ~ /et/ 



4.4-3 Answer this question. Put 
one dash for each syllable 
in your answer. 

Annick est la cousine de 
Jacques ? 



Conf •: Oui » Annick est la cousine de 

Jacques . 



— 


4.44 Listen to this utterance 
as many times as you wish. 
Write the vowel sounds which 
appear in: 

Suzv est la cousine de 
Jacques • 


/ 1, II 
/ /, / / 
11,11 
11,11 






N, N 

/e/j /a/ 

M, N 

/&/, /a/ 


4.45 Answer this question. 

Suzv est la cousine de 
Jacques? 


‘ 



Conf • t Oui . Suzv est la cousine 
de Jacques . 




Morphophonemics Sequence s; est 



8.4l Say and -write the French 




for Us*. 


— 



e s t 


8.42 Does the French verb est 
sound exactly alike in 
Jacques est la and Jacques 
est ici. 

' 


1 


Wo 


8.4-3 Does la, the French for 
* there*, begin with a 
vowel or a consonant sound? 




a consonant 


8.44 Does ici, the French for 
*here*, begin with a vowel 
or a consonant sound? 


• 


. a vowel 


8.45 The French verb est has two 
forms — /e/ used before a 
consonant and /et/ used be - 
fore a vowel. 


True 

False 




8.46 ’Which form of the verb est 
do you use before ici? 


h/ 

/et/ 
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y 
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(AV) 


8.4-7 What is the French for 1 is 
here 1 ? Write the consonant 
that jou pronounce before 
ici. 


/e _i si/ 






/e ti si/ 


8.48 Ihe French verb est has two 
forms, /e/ is used before 

a: 








consonant 


8.4-9 ®he French verb est has two 
forms, /et/ is used before 

a: 








vowel 


8.52 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer . 

Q.ui est la? Osj/j 


' * 


CJonf.j Jacques est la. 




Jacques est 
la. 


8*53 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer. 

Q.ui est ici? 




G'onf . : Annick est ici. 


Annick est 
ici. 


8.54- Answer aloud and write out 

your answer. CS^ 

Qul est a la cave? 





Conf . s Suzv est a la cave . 



/ 
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Suz y est a 
la cave. 



i 



STOP YOUR TAPE. Switch to listen. Rewind enough tape to he 
able to listen again to this last frame. Check: l) speed, 

2) rhythm, 3) spelling.’ 

1st attempt 2nd attempt 3rd attempt 

lil .1 Proceed to 1,2 3 Proceed to 1 2 3 Proceed to 

0003 LlJJ frame 55. / / / / frame 55. / / / / frame 55 . 

, 12,3 Go back to f l i r 2 3 f Go back to ,12 3 Report to 
SOOR / / / / frame 36° / / / / frame 36* / / / / your in- 

structor. 

Switch back to record. 

Spelling frames require the student to respond by using letters, 
groups of letters, or complete words and sentences. These frames are 
presented in closed sequences and exemplify a heavy use of prompting 
and vanishing techniques, Hcte that there is constant association of 
oral and written confirmations which are held to be mutually rein- 
forcing. It should also be pointed out that spelling frame sequences 
seldom aim. &v teaching single lexical items. They attempt to lead 
to the assimilation of generalizable rules which can be applied to 
new material. Here the rules that are programmed are: (l) final 

pronounced consonants are spelled with the corresponding consonant 
letter + -e and (2) intervocalic /-z-/ is spelled /js-. 

Spelling Sequence 



. 5.53 Write the vowel sounds. 


11,11 


cousine 





o 

ERIC 






L 



N, N 


5*5^- The /z J sound between two 
vowel sounds is written s • 
r Write £. 

cousine 


M /z/ 
N 


S 


5»55 Cousine 

The vowel sound ou is 
spelled ou. Copy the 
missing letters and repeat. 

cousine 


c sine 


cousine 


5 <>56 Write the missing letters 
and repeat. 

cousine 

* 


c_ _s__ne 


couslne 

V 


5° 57 A /z / sound between two 

vowel sounds is written s. 

• 


True 

False 


1 


5*58 Write the missing letters 
and repeat. 

cousine 


c ne 


co us ine 


5*59 Write and repeat, 
cousine 


— 



c o U'S i n e 



Translation frames require the student to translate orally and 
in writing from French to English and vice versa.. In French -> Eng- 
lish translation frames the English gloss should be considered a 
cuing device designed to call forth a French utterance rapidly and 
economically o Question frames require both oral and written res- 
ponses. These frames constituted the greater proportion of SEP. 
These last two types of frames as well as prompting and vanishing 
techniques and the ordering of steps are illustrated by two differ- 
ent sequences, one dealing with the integration of phonological 
features — in this case the nonaspiration of /p t k/— within com- 
plete sentences and the other with the contrast between several 
types of verb phrases hinging on the phonemic oppositions /a/, /os/* 
/e/ . 

Pronunciation Practice Sequence 





13.282 The /p/ of pere is not 
. followed by any; 








aspiration 


13.283 Repeat le pere de Jacques 
and write le pere. 





le pere 


13*284 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer . 

Connais -tu son pere? \T/ 

A 


<*' 


Coni’. : Oui , je connais son pere. 




Oui, je 
connais 
son pere. 


13*285 Answer aloud and write out 
* your answer • 

Connais -tu le pere de 
Jacaues ? 




Conf.s Oui, je connais le -pere 
de Jacaues. 


Cui, je 
connais 
le pere 
de Jac- 
ques o 


13*286 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer. 

Veux-tu ton couteau? 




Conf.s Oui, je veux mon couteau. 


Oui, je 
veux mon 
couteau. 


13*287 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer. 

11 passe le couteau a son 
pere? 





Conf . : 



Cui , il -passe le couteau 



Oui, il 
passe le 
couteau a 
son pere. 



Grammar Practice Sequence 



i3»369 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer o 

Vas-tu pecher ? 



Conf.s Qui , ,ie vais -pecher . 





13*370 Answer aloud and write out 




Oui, je 


your answer. 




vais 






pecher • 


Veux-tu -pecher? 





Coni.: Qui , ,je veux -pecher . 





13*371 Answer aloud and write out 




Oui, je 


your answer . 




veux 






pecher. 


Veux-tu .iouer au tennis? 





0'on.f • : Qui . ,je veux .iouer au tennis . 





13*372 Answer aloud and write out 




Oui, je 
veux jouer 


your answer. 




au tennis. 


Vas-tu .iouer au tennis? 





Oonf »: 



Qui , ,je vais .iouer au tennis 





13 • 373 Give the French for 




Oui, "’je 


'I want to play tennis. 1 




vais jouer 






au tennis. 







Conf . : Je veux .iouer au tennis . 





13*37^ Give the French for 




Je veux 

4. 


*1 am going to play- 




jouer au { 


tennis . 1 




tennis. 







Conf . : Je vais .Iouer au tennis . 



Je vais 
jouer au 
tennis „ 



13»389 Answer aloud and write out 




your answer . 


JV 


Qui habite a Nice? , C^T) 




Jv 

1 





Conf o : Jacques habite a Mce. 





13*390 Answer aloud and write out 




Jacques 


your answer. Cl 




habite a 






Nice. 


Qui va habiter a Nice? JR 





• 5 Suzv va habiter a Nice • 



» Conf 






13*391 Answer aloud and write out 


* 


Suzy va 
habiter a 


your answer. 




Nice. 


Q.ui veu± habiter 
a Nice? 






, 



Oonf.: Paul veut habiter 'a Nice* 



Paul veut 
habiter a 
Nice. 


13*392 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer. 

Habites-tu a Nice? Vichy 






Conf.s Non, .i*habite a Vichy. 


Non, 




j*habite 


* 



a Vichy. 



Although SEF frames contain oral confirmations and require oral 
responses on the part of students , we should like to point out that 
only written responses can "be truly reinforced. For the reinforce- 
ment of oral responses we rely on the student* s own evaluation and, 
indeed, one of the terminal behaviors of SEF is precisely training 
the student to judge his oral responses accurately. While SEF*s pri- 
mary objectives are accuracy and fluency in spoken French, written 
responses have been used throughout because they can be more surely 
reinforced and because by means of a gradual build-up they became 
secondary reinforcers for oral responses. 
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See Carroll, John B., A Primer of Programmed Instruction. 

International Review of Applied Linguistics . 1:115-141 (1963). 

P 

Materials available through the Language Development Branch, 

U. S. Office of Education and from University Microfilm, Ann Arbor, 

Michigan o 

3 

For a detailed analysis of spoken French grammatical features, 
see Albert Valdman, Applied Linguistics - French . Boston: D. C. 

Heath, 1961. 

4 

See particularly Noam Chomsky* s review of D. F. Skinner* s 
Verbal Behavior , Language, 35? 26-58 (1959)* 

^The efficacy of discrimination training in the acquisition of 
pronunciation habits and accurate self-evaluation is demonstrated 
in Henning, William A. "Phoneme Discrimination Training and Student 
Self-Evaluation in the Teaching of French Pronunciation”. Unpublished 
Hi.D. dissertation, Indiana University, 1964. 
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4 0 Auto-Didactic Component 

4ol Language Laboratory F acilities 

Multiple Credit French auto-didactic sessions were conducted 

in a thirty-six position language laboratory during the first year 

* 

of the project and in a twenty-seven position lab during the re- 
maining two years o Both labs contained similar equipment except 
that the larger one featured 'Viking 76 and the smaller lab Viking 
85 tape decks o The equipment of both labs was installed in the 
summer of i960,, 

Each student position was equipped as follows s 
lo A Olevite -Brush Model BA200 headset (high impedance crystal 
with a frequency range of roughly 100 to 5,000 cps). 

2° An Electro-Voice Model 727 omni-directional ceramic microphone 
(frequency response 60 to 8,000 cps), 

3« Viking 76 or Viking 8,5 tape deck with student amplifier built 
by Magnetic Recording Industries « This is the old MRI model 
68 amplifier with some special modifications designed to 
improve its performance. At the time of the original in- 
stallation the contractor agreed that each unit would be 

* 

wired and adjusted to meet the following realistic, measured . 
specifications s 

a) A frequency response 100 to 5,000 cps + 2 db with 

optimum bias adjustment; 

* 

b) A harmonic distortion not to exceed 5$ at maximum re- 
cord level or 3 $ at 3 db below maximum record level; 



c) A signal-to-noise-ratio at least 35 db over specified 
frequency range 100 to 5*000 cps.j 

d) Wow and flutter, peak to peak not to exceed .%• 

These are the agreed specifications which were actually met hy 

the equipment at the time of installation in 1$)60. Electronic per- 
formance of the units during the time the Multiple Credit French pro- 
ject was carried on was presumably somewhat inferior to these figures, 
No figures were given or measurements taken for intermodulation dis- 
tortion or crosstalk . 

The student amplifier and controls of this system were designed 
to provide for true dual-channel operation when the student used a 

prerecorded tape with the tape deck. This means that the master 

* 

track of the student tape could not he erased during operation and 
that the record-listen switch on the amplifier panel allowed the stu- 
dent to play back hie own responses while listening to the master 
recording. He could also record his own voice and, while playing it 
back, compare his production with the master recording. The system 
provided for the following student operation cycles: a) listen to 

master recording and record student voices (2) listen to master 
recording and .student imitation for comparison; ( 3 ) listen to master 
recording, then erase and re-record student voice. Figures 1 and 2 
present rough sketches of the student tape decks and major controls. 
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Figure 1« Viking % Deck and MRI 

Student Amplifier 
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Figure 2 * Viking 85 Deck ana MRI 

Student Amplifier 
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4.2 Evaluation of Facilities 

> 

4.21 Student Positions 

The design of the student booths left very much to be desired. 

The overall dimensions of the booth were greater than necessary and 

i 

the booth itself was distractingly noisy due to the large surface of 

sheet metal below the student desk and the sliding side and front 

panels. The horizontal mounting of the tape deck and amplifier con- 
i' 

trol panel resulted in an uneconomical use of the desk surface and 
the students had little working area or storage space for the books, 
syllabi, and other material which they were required to use during 
their auto-didactic sessions. It would have been much more conven- 
1 ient had the tape deck and the amplifier control panel been mounted 

on the front of the booth at a rational slope off vertical. This not 
only would provide a better view of the equipment and make for greater 
ease of operation and manipulation, but it would also leave an en- 
tirely clear working and storage area. A better insulated booth 
would make possible low*;r front and side panels and would make it 
unnecessary to install noisy movable panels. 

4.22 Microphones and Headsets 

The microphones used were too sensitive and had an omni-directional 
pickup pattern. "When they were recording, students not only picked up 
* their own voices but also those of other students and ambient noises. 

• The programmed materials employed required the students to respond orally 
into the microphones at all times whether they were recording their voices 
for comparison with the master recording or only monitoring their res- 
ponses with the aid of the audioactive earphones. Because of the micro- 
phone’s sensitivity and wide range of pickup pattern, students had 
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difficulty evaluating their responses and were distracted by the 
external noises and classmates * recordings superimposed on their 
own voices o 

A more suitable microphone for Multiple Credit French auto- 
didactic sessions would be a uni-directional (cardioid), close- 
talking microphone. Such a microphone would have a controlled 
sensitivity and a pickup pattern which favors the individual stu- 
dent's voice and tends to reject extraneous noises. 

Another undesirable feature of the microphone utilized was 
the fact that it constituted a separate unit directly connected 
to the amplifier control panel by a cord and resting on the stu- 
dent desk rather than being part of an earphone -microphone headset. 
To eliminate part of the ambient noises and to insure a consistently 
hign volume , but at the same time to avoid breath noises, the stu- 
dent was required to hold the microphone against his cheek with the 
pickup face of the microphone close to his mouth. This procedure 
left the student with only one hand free to operate the various 
controls on the amplifier control panel and tape deck and to write 
down required responses. Ee was also forced to assume a very un- 
comfortable working position which increased mental fatigue. Stu- 
dents also tended to pull nervously on the connecting cord and the 
latter yielded to the pressure at critical times, when the student 
was recording an oral examination, for example. The use of a com- 
bination headset-microphone would have eliminated most of these 
problems and permitted the students to work more efficiently and 



more comfortably. 

In a language lab acoustic isolation of individual student 
positions is provided by the earphones rather than by treatment 
of the panels of the booth itself. The design of the earphones 
and coupling headband is extremely important. The earphones used 
provided very little insulation and were not particularly comfort 
able. This lack of proper acoustic isolation again made for less 
than adequate working conditions and compounded nervous fatigue. 
It also reduced the reliability of spoken proficiency tests; 
e.g* f i* 1 the MLA Speaking Test the response made is rather slow 
so students were able to withhold a spoken response until they 
had the opportunity to listen to classmates* answers. 

4.23 Tape Deck and Amplifier 

Of the two tape decks used^by Multiple, Credit French stu- 
dents , the \ iking 76 was less than adequate from several stand- 
points. Chief among these are absence of true fast forward 
setting and noisy, vibrating operation. The Viking 85 (now 86), 
although not perfect for our needs, has proven itself to be 
rugged and dependable, a very good choice in its price bracket 
for installations with a high degree of student utilization. 

The controls of both types of decks were quite unsatisfactory. 

The programmed materials used required the student to back up 
frequently, most of the time to the preceding frame only. For 
both the Viking r {6 and the Viking 85 this required two manipula- 
tions: turning the control knob to the rewind position and back 



to the play position. More often than not, the student rewound the 
tape beyond the frame not fully learned and had to listen to material 
he did not need to review, A more efficient system of controls 
would consist of a single lever with separate rewind, backup, play, 
and fast forward positions or a push-button system providing for 
the same features. The stop position should be activated by a foot 
lever rather than by manual operation, thus leaving the student one 
hand free for writing responses. 

k.2b Overall Layout 

As an experimental program Multiple Credit French attracted 
much interest and auto-didactic lab sessions were often visited by 
outside persons. j.t was also necessary for the project supervisor 
and Display Session instructors to observe the work of students 
frequently and to consult with the .lab monitor. In both of the 
labs utilized, the console was not is olatecL.fr om the student booths 
and the sessions were not truly auto-didactic since students were 
always aware of the presence of persons who were quite obviously 
observing them at work and evaluating the quality of their respon- 
ses. For many students the constant visible reminder of the fact 

/ 

that big brother” was watching constituted a disturbing and inhibi- 
ting factor. In the case of the smaller, more adequately equipped 
lab, these problems were increased by the complete lack of physical 
separation between the console and the first row of booths. In a 
better designed lab the console should be located at the back of the 
room so that the students are not facing the monitor, or it should 
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be separated from the student booths by a one-way glass partition 
that would make it possible for the monitor, supervisory personnel^, 
and visitors to observe the students at work while, at the same 
time, insuring that students would not be acutely aware of a pre- 
sence mediating between themselves and the recorded auto-didactic 
program. 

4.25 Maintenance 

Quite consistently, from ten to twenty percent of the student 
positions were inoperative and defective equipment either* remained 
without repair or was serviced in such a hasty and temporary fashion 
that malfunctions re -occurred with high frequency. This problem was 
particularly a^ute in the 27 position lab in which up to 27 students 
might have been scheduled and where no spare positions were avail- 
able. In addition, the work of Experimental Groups Ej_ and Eg was 
interrupted for a period of three weeks in the fall of 1962 by a 
transfer of the 27 position lab, which they had been using, to 
another room. 

4. 3 Effect of Shortcomings of Language Laboratory Facilities 

Tiie use of programmed materials and of self-instruction re- 
quires language lab facilities equipped with components capable of 
yielding a high level of frequency response and designed to provide 
the student with as pleasant and as noise -free a working environ- 
ment as possible. 

Our dependence on the recorded program and the presentation de- 
vice for guaranteeing that the experimental students consistently 




p 

LJ 



r:' 

y 



0 

n 

a 



u 








n 





n 

f 3 

u 





discriminated and differentiated functionally relevant sound differ 
ences in the target language and, if possible , acquired the main 
phonic characteristics of the French articulatory set made it imper 
ative that the electronic components meet, at the very least, 
nationally recognized minimum standards of frequency response, 
xiayes suggests the following minimum standards of frequency: from 

60 to 250 cps intensity should be attenuated to prevent masking of 
higher frequencies while, at- the same time, making possible natural 
speech; from 250 to 6,000 cps maximum variation of + 2 db with a 
flat slope and peaks or valleys not exceeding 1 db; 8,500 on rapid 
attenuation. It will be noted that the manufacturer, upon instal- 
lation of the equipment used, guaranteed a frequency response of 
100 - 5.»000 cps r 2 db and made no statement with regard to fre- 
quency response at the lower and upper ends of the sound spectrum. 
Since it is generally believed that phonologically signifies, nt in- 
formation it* contained between 250 and 8,500 cps, the facilities 
available to MJEF were quite inadequate for the presentation of 
materials designed to lead to the acquisition of accurate pronun- 
ciation habits. For instance, the narrowness of the spectrum re- 
produced by the electronic system made it difficult for the student 
to positively identify the fricatives /s s f z z v/ and to discri- 
minate between the voiceless stops /p t k/. Of equal or greater 
pedagogical consequence was the distorted and unnatural quality of 
the speech transmitted by the system. Nasal vowels were particu- 
larly affected and the contrast between them and non-nasal vowels 



T 
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no. 



—so important in French— was greatly reduced; the fricatives /s/ 
and /z/ sounded lisped. 

Ihe role of pleasant “sounding and natural speech in foreign 
language learning has not been studied objectively, but it is our 
opinion that these features, of recorded programs play an important 
part in the learning process. There is no doubt that only if the 
quality of the sound is pleasant will the student listen to it for 
long periods of time without irritation and mental fatigue. Nor 
can it be denied that recorded materials are used most efficiently 
when the learner is shielded from external and system noises and 

when he is provided with as pleasaht as possible a working environ- 
ment. 

S * 

Not only should a language lab be well equipped but attention 
should also be paid to such factors as lighting, air conditioning, 
and layout. Finally, it is widely recognized that language is in- 
timately related to the culture of a speech community and that 
abstracting speech from the normal communication situation deprives 
it of many of its supporting subsystems (paralanguage, kinesics, 
etc.) Certainly many of these supporting subsystems are, at 
least redundantly, encoded in the sound wave and must be presented 
to the learner undistorted and with all of their acoustic attributes. 
4.3 Auto - Didactic Activities 

4.31 Library System 

t 

Students were provided completely free access to the programmed 
materials in the language laboratory, not only at regularly scheduled 
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practice hours but also throughout the day, if space was available, 
or during evening hours. F102 and F203 students who were prevented 
from attending all the scheduled lab practice time were given the 
opportunity of making up absences in this way. 

Scheduled practice sessions were supervised by lab assistants 
provided by the Audio-Listening Center. These assistants were 
usually advanced undergraduate students or graduate students with 
a high level of proficiency in at least one foreign language, 
though not necessarily in French. During the first year of the 
experiment lab assistants were selected and supervised by MCEF 
staff members and they were given special training and orientation. 
However, they tended to interfere too often with the students* 
audo-didactic activities and felt compelled to give explanations 
which, when not downright inaccurate, were confusing or unnecessary. 
Subsequent lab assistants only performed custodial functions 
similar to those they would perform with any other group of students 
using the Audio-Listening Center* s language laboratory facilities: 
assisting students in the operation of equipment, repairing minor 
malfunctions, checking attendance, etc. Although attendance was 
always checked during scheduled lab practice hours and students who 
practiced during other hours were required to obtain official testi- 
mony of attendance, lack of assiduity was not taken into consideration 
in the determination of grades or the granting of credit. Attendance 
figures served only as data in determining which factors played a 
significant role in the acquisition of proficiency. It became very 
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soon apparent that the number of hours of auto-didactic practice 
did not bear any direct relation to the level of proficiency 
attained . 

Tape reels containing the recorded program were stored on 
open shelves in the language laboratory used by MCEF students. 

Most reels contained from fifteen to twenty minutes of material, 
with the exception of the review loops which were considerably 
shorter. At the beginning of a practice session a student selected 
the appropriate tape reel, took it to his position, and proceeded 
to work. He could change tape reels whenever he chose. MGEF^ 
and WjEF '2 materials contained extensive sections which required 
exclusively audio-lingual practice, but the SEE 1 program required 
the student to provide an oral as well as a written response for 
most frames. -*nly Ihit Tests were presented from the master con- 
sole and the student had no control over the tape reel containing 
them. 

Auto-didactic practice was interrupted only by occasional spot 
monitoring by members of MOEJF or outside observers. Except at early 
stages, when students were acquiring pronunciation habits, the 
monitoring was unobstrusive and seldom were students corrected or 
given additional guidance. Some instructors noted student errors 
and presented short remedial drills at the beginning of the following 
display session. 

k.32 Transcript of Auto-Didactic Practice 

We provide below three excerpts of individual student language 
laboratory practice sessions. The selections are from Units 1 6 , 1^ 




and 11 In that order and show the tjjrpe of oral response that can 
be expected generally from excellent , good and mediocre students 
respectively. A variety of inaccurate responses are exhibited; 
failure to respond, errors in identification and interpretation 
of situation, e.go, echoing moi instead of providing the response 
toi required by the situation, grammatical inaccuracies, and pro - 
nunciation errors involving failure to discriminate or differentiate 
phonemic contrasts as well as poor control of subphonemic or pro~ 
sodic features. 

Kie material enclosed in the frames corresponds to the in- 
formation that appears in the student workbook. The underscored 
material is presented by the recorded programs the material in the 
central box is the stimulus.; the material contained in the box to 
the left is the confirmation of the preceding frame. All the mater- 
ial that appears in confirmation boxes is presented visually to the 
student but only when it is underscored is it also given as an 
auditory confirmation. The student response appears below the 
central box with accompanying notes where necessary. When pro- 
nunciations occur in the student response they are indicated approxi- 
by the use of transcription^ (««o) indicates a hesitation 
pause, (»....) indicates that the student failed to respond at all. 
Stimulus preceded by conf. indicates that the student responded 
only after hearing the confirmation. 
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Sample No. 1 

Unit 1 6 - "A "-level student 



16.1 Answer aloud and write out 




your answer. 




Va-t-elle jouer au tennis 




cet apres-midi? 


•* 



Oui, elle va jouer au tennis cet apr&s-midi? 



Oui, elle va 
jouer au 
tennis cet ' 
apres-midi. 


16.2 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer . 

A-t-il joue aux cartes? 




Oui, il a joue aux cartes. 




Oul , 11 a. 
joue aux 
cartes . 


16.3 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer. 

A-t-elle joue aux cartes avec 
♦ sa soeur? 




Oui, elle a joue aux (/kaxt/) avec.sa (/soex/) 

Note; (/$c/ refers to a voiceless velar fricative 

produced with much morel friction than French 

H) 


Oui, elle a 
.joue aux 
cartes avec 
sa soeur. 


l 6.4 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer. 

As-.tu joue au tennis avec 
ton cousin? 





Oui, j *ai joue . . .au tennis avec . . .m. . .mon 
cousin. 



o 
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Oui, j f ai 
joue au 
tennis avec 
mon cousin. 


16.5 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer. 

Ton pere a un invite. 


4 

\ 


I 

Frames 6 to 15 3 
spelling sequenc 
specifically rec 


Oui, mon (/pex/) a un invite. 
Tote: Stress -rhythm on un invite is no - 

.ntroduces the lexical item sa femme and 
:e; the student has chosen to phonate eve 
luired by the program. 


b quite right, 
includes a 
=n when not 


Oui f mon 
pere a un 
invite . 


1606 Sa femme est ici. 

Sa femme means *his wife*. 
Write the vowel sounds of: 
sa femme 


- - 'y 

ll,ll 


sa femme 


— • — i 


/ a A / a / 


16.7 What is the consonant sound 
in final position that you 
hear ins 
sa femme 


// 

■ 


sa femme (-with distinct release c 


r- - f- 

if final /m/) 


M 


16.8 Write the vowel sounds of: 
Sa femme est ici. 

r 


\ l : '' 



Sa femme est ici 



/a/, /a/, 

M> N, 


[l6«9 Say and write the missing 
syllables that you provide. 
/ SUL £& me, o • o / 


L J> L J 


/ti Si/ 




/i iA /s i/ 


16.10 Say and write the missing 
syllables that you provide, 
/sa fa o o o / 


L _A L J, 
LJ 




/me ti si/ 




/® e/j /£ iA 
/si/ 


l6oll Say and write the missing 
syllables that you provide. 

/ 000/ 

1 Big • 


u r. J j’, 'r. J j 


/fa me ti si/ 

Frames 12 to 15 inclusive are designed to teach the s; 


pelling of femme. 


n %j> /§. .1/ 


« 

16.12 Copy sa femme and repeat. 


~ ~ — — — — — 




sa femme 




s a femme 


16.13 Write the English for; 
sa femme 








• 


his wife 


16.14 Write the missing letters 
and repeat 
sa femme 


f e 

« m » mm— mmm mmm mmm 



sa femme 



T 
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s £ 

femme 


16.15 Write sa femme and repeat. 


— 




£ a 

femme 


16.16 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer. 

Tes grands -parents ont un 
ou deux invites?/^. Q 1 




Mes grands-p(/i/)rents . „ . ont 

Note: /i/ denotes a reduced centrali: 

as is found in the last syllabi 
sofa» The vowel of deux is in - 
tween /o£/ and /u/ so that out 
might interpret douze invites . 


deux invites. 

zed vowel such 
Le of English 
bermediate be- 
of context one 


Mss grands- 
parents ont 
deux invites . 


16.17 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer . 

Sa femme est -e lie ici? 

• 




Oui, sa femme est ici. 




Qui , sa 
femme est 
ici. 


l6. 18 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer. 

Son mari est-il ici? 




Oui, son (/maxi/) est ici. 




Qui , son 
mari est 
ici. 


16.19 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer. 

Son mari est-il occupe? 





Oui, son maxi est oec(/u/)pe. 



idt 







*>* ’ 



!-«F— 



f . ■* 









( 






Oui , son 
maxi est 
oceupe o 


16.20 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer. 

Sa femme est-elle occupee? 


. 




Oui , sa femme est ( /e t/ ) . . . oc eupee . 




Oui, sa 
femme est 
occupee . 


16.21 Answer aloud, and write out 
your answer. 

Sa femme est-elle americaine? 






Oui, sa femme est ameri ( /k±n/ ) . 




Oui , sa 
femme est 
americaine . 


16.22 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer. 

Ta soeur est-elle americaine? 










Oui, ma soeur est americaine. 




Oui , ma 
soeur est 
americaine . 


16.23 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer . 

Elle est americaine? 


V 








Oui, elle est americaine. 




Oui , elle 
est a, me- 
rieaine . 


16.24 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer . 

Elles sont occupies ? 


1 



Oui, elles sont oce{/u/)pees. 



Oui , elles 

sont oceu- 
■■ ■ 
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Sample No. 2 

Unit l4 - "B "-level student 



14.366 Trois is French for 'three*. 


/ / 


Repeat trois and write the 


vowel sound of trois. 




trois 







14.367 The following words have the 
same sound in common, 
moi, toi 9 doit, trois. 

Write the missing letters of 
trois and repeats 


_ r s 




trois 




trois 


1 

14.368 Write and repeat, 
trois 





trois 



trois 


14.369 Write and repeat. 
12 3 

un, deux, trois 


> 




un, deux, trois 


un, deux, 
trois 

1 __ L 


14.370 Write and repeat only the 
answer . 

Habits-t-il loin d'ici? 





Oui, il habite a trois kilometres d*ici. 






»(— T" **•*■»»■*»- - -r--* « 






r, ‘'f ^ xv.if 



T 
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Oui, ils vont a trois kilometres d*ici, 












l ^lWr*Ttrr U * r . 



I^/H? ’"•Mptmi— '■ 



< 



Oui . il 
habite a 
trois kilo- 
metres d*ici. 


l4.371 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer . Q 

^ x 

Habite -t-il loin d’ici? 






Oui, il habite a deux kilomet: 


res d*ici. 


Oui. il 
habite a 
deux kilo- 
metres d*ici. 


14.372 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer. 

Habitent -elles loin d*ici? 

& &it 




Oui, elle habite a trois kii 

Note; the /z/ infixed between elles 

is very weak. 


Lometres d*ici. 
and habitent 


Oui, elles 
habitent a 
trois kilo- 
metres d ; ici. 

- 


14.373 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer 

Va-t-il loin d^ici?^^^ 


* r 




— ■ fc ■ ■ 

Oui, il va a deux kilometres d*ici. 


Oui . il va 
a deux kilo- 
metres d*ici. 


14.374 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer . ^ 

Yont-ils j.Qio (j) 








n 

L 



in 

I , 

U 



r * 

i : 

Lj 



n 



* i 

u 



p 

u 



i 

uj 



m 

R. 



ku3 



n 

Cl 






L. 



121 . 



i 



Oui . ils 
vont a 
trois kilo- 
metres d*ici. 


14.375 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer. 

Habitent-ils loin d*iei? 






Oui, ils habitent a trois kilometres d*ici. 


Oui. ils 
habitent a 
trois kilo- 
metres d’ici. 


14.376 Ils vont a cent kilometres 
d t ici. 

Cent means f one hundred*. 
Write the vowel sound that 
you hear in; 
cent 


/ / 


Ils vont a cent kilometres d*i 


ci. 


w 


14-377 Repeat cent and copy cent. 


— 




cent 




cent 


14.378 Write the missing letters 
and repeat, 
cent 

4 


_ e n _ 




cent 




cent 

m*m 


14.379 Repeat cent and write 
cent. 


I 


cent 



I **- — -t 



■* i ' * (V t ; |* 'j*- '"th » 



'**{*'* f*-~ 



— WTI *?"t r"-*-rr^ f~*- *-*«* -» 
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cent 


14.380 Repeat deux cent and write 
de-ox cent. 






deux cent 


d e n x 
cent 


l4o38l Write the French for 1 three 5 . 






trois 




trois 


14.382 Write the French for 5 two 
hundred * . 




0 


, deux cents 




deux cents 


14.383 Write the French for * three 
hundred 9 . 




1 

trois cents 

* 




trois cents 


14.384 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer. 

Habitent -ils loin dUci? 


, 


Ouij ils ha, bitent a, trois cents kilometres 
d’ici. 


Oui« ils 
habitent a 
trois cents 
kilometres 
d*ici. 


14.385 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer. , 

Vont-elles loin d*ici? 





r 

u 




II 
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Oui, elles vont a deux cents kilometres 
d*iei. 



Oui, elles 
vont a deux 
cents kilo- 
metres d*ici. 


1^.386 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer . 

Habitent-elles loin de Nice? 




Oui, elles habitent a cent kila 


metres de Nice. 


Oui, elles 
habitent a 
cent kilo- 
metres de 
Nice. 


14.387 Answer aloud and write out 
your answer. 

Habitent -ils loin de Baris? 





Oui, il habite a trois cents kilometres de Paris. 
Note: * Weak / z/ in il(s) habite (nt ) 



Qui t ils 
habitent a 
trois cents 
kilometres de 
Baris . 



Sample No<, 3 



Unit 11 - "C "-student 



y 



! 


11.236 Repeats 

,1e veux, je vale 
Do these differ in the 


% 


OwJ 

n '• . 


consonants or the vowel? 
/zvoe/ /zve/ 





u 




er|c 



t r 



fly s - r-tPTyi r*jp- 



7T3C 



vowel 


11.237 Write the^ vowel in: 
' je veux Vzvae / 


\ 

/ V 


* 






/oe/ 


11.238 How many syllables are 
there in: 
je veux /zvoe/ 


♦ 




/szvoe / 




1 


11.239 How many syllables are 
there in: 
je vais /zve/ 






/szve/ 


• 


1 


11. 2^0 Write the vowel in: 
je vais 


// 




/zE vey/ 




Note: The prompt that appears below to the 

left is of course confusing to the 
student^ since it indicates that a tense 
vowel /e/ is contained in the stimulus. 
In fact the voicer pronounced the word 
with /e/ instead. • 


/*/ 


11. 2^1 Repeat and write. 
,1e veux 





/j£ voe/ 



r+v"*y 



::rm ft «tw j"-— . pg f*i t“^y g #. 



i tr~rp~r f»n * — — r , , , 



m prr*— : frr—~ptnv~ r?-^ f,. 
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y 
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je veux 


11.242 Repeat and -write. 
«je vais 


_ a i s 


/zE v$y/ 


Is. 

v a i s 


11.243 Repeat and write. 
Je vais 


s 


/szvey , zi vey/ 




i£ 

v a i s 


11.244 Repeat and write. 
,ie vais 


— 


* 


/zsve/ , /zi ve/ 




i SL 

vais 


11.245 Write the English for: 

Je vais ,jouer an tennis. 






Je vais jouer an tennis 




I’m going 
to play- 
tennis . 


11.246 Choose the English for: 
je veux 

* 


wants to 
is going to 






grants to) 


> 

11*24-7 Write the English for: 
Vas-tu venir avec nous? 





Vas -tu . . . (/f nir/ . 0 ./ ivek mi 17 / ) 



Note: /r/ denotes the retroflex r of American 

English near. *“ 



I 



Are you 
going to 
come with 
us? 


11.21*8 je peux /zpoe/ means *1 can*. 
Write: 
je peux 


X 




/Sspoe / 


• 


j. e peux 


11.21*9 How many syllables are 
there in: 
je peux 

* 


# # * 




/zspoe / 


1 


11.250 Do these rhyme? 

Je peux, je veux 




- 


/zspce/ /Izvoe/ 




Yes 


11*251 Write the English for: 
Je peux venir avec vous. 


1 




1 can come 
with you. 


11.252 Change to a question and 
write the verb and pro- 
noun expression. 

' Tu peux venir avec nous . 


«■ 


peux-tu ( -) 


~ " 



Note: The student seems to interpret French con- 

sonant clusters consisting of voiced con- 
sonant + voiceless consonant as voiceless 
consonant + voiceless consonant. When she 
interprets these clusters with correct 
voicing on the first consonant she inserts 
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a /i/ vowel immediately after it and thus 
breaks up the cluster. She also consistently 
reduces non-final /a/ to /i/ and glides from 
final tense vowels. For the sake of con- 
venience we use ( ) to refer to the string 

venir avec nous mispronounced as noted in 
Frame #2^7. 



4 


Peux-tu 


11.253 Give the French for *'He 




t 

tJ 


.iouer avec 


can play tennis* and write 






nous? 


the subject and verb ex- 








pression. 










• 



conf . 



Note: 



(/il pee zwi oW/) tennis? 

II peut jouer au' tennis. 

(/i-1 pee zwi 6 W /) tennis. 

/l/ refers to the velarized 1 as in English ill . 



cJ 










11 neut 


11.25b Give the French for *'Can 




n 


.iouer au 


she come with me?' and 


• 


ij 


tennis . 


write the verb and subject 




pj 
i j 


i 


expression. 

. 




n 


(.....) 



conf. 



Peut-elle venir avec moi? 

(/po e tel vinir ivek raw a/)? 



Peut-elle 


11.255 Repeat and write the English 




venir avec 


for: 




moi? 


Peux-tu venir avec nous? 





(/poe tu ... vinir ... ivek nu tjr /)? 



r f -• 



'■■rs*- ■ • - if'' 



.iK* fst /**IL«*** I « - 









~ — ) 

Peut-elle 
venir avec 
moi? 


i 1 

11.255 Repeat and write the English 
for! 

Peux-tu venir avec nous? 




(/pcs tu . . . vinir ... ivek nu w /)? 


Can you 
come with 
us? 


11.256 Repeat and write. 

Je *peux .1 ouer au tennis. 






(/zspd zwi o'" 7 /) tennis. 


r ■ L 1,1 

l 

Je -peux 
.jouer au 
tennis . 


11.257 Repeat and write. 

Peux-tu .louer au tennis 
aveCi nous? 




Oui, (/zspe zwi o' 17 /) tennis (/ivek vu w /) 


Feux-tu 
.louer au 
tennis 
avec nous? 


II.2.58 Repeat and write. 

Veut-elle venir .louer au 
tennis avec vous? 


• 


(/vd tel vinir zwi o w /) tennis ( — — )? 


Veut-elle 
venir .louer 
au tennis 
avec vous? 


11.259 Reply in the affirmative 
and write your answer. 
Veux-tu venir .louer au 
tennis avec moi? 





Oui , /z/ »«•»• 

conf . Oui, «je veux jouer au tennis avec toi. 
Oui, (/zvoe zwi 6# tenis ivek twa/) 



** r-zr--^ f ’ t — . 



- n( * 



ri ?* 



.V w-^Ucl lUUii i iL'UZ^LjJxI r ,.y, t- 






tas 






rea 



b$ 



n 

< I'd 



.5 i 

t&J 









Oui, ,ie 
veux ,iouer 
au tennis 



avec toi. 



Qui . il neut 
,iouer au 
tennis avec • 
nous . 



Qui . elle 
x>eut venir • 



,iouer au 
tennis avec 
moi. 



£»± m- wtLh c^ZiL i t? £J% t* «v 
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11.260 Reply in the affirmative 
and write your answer. 
Peut -il .jouer au tennis 
avec vous? 




Oui, (/i± poe zwi 6w tenis ivek nu w /) 



H* 26 l Reply in the affirmative . 
Peut -elle venir ,iouer au 
tennis avec moi? 



Oui, (/el pae vnir zwi ivek mwa/) 



FI 

I 

s*s 






n 

i I 
lJ 




j 

i 

J 
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Notes 



Alfred 8. Hayes, Language Laboratory Facilities (OE Bulletin 
1963, No. 37-> OE-21024), Washington: U.S. Government Printing 



Office, 1963 , pp. 63-68. 
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5* Display Sessions 

5*1 Scheduling 

All display sessions were scheduled during the hours at which 
the groups were scheduled to work in the language laboratory. Thus 
display sessions were substituted for laboratory practice at certain 
hours . 

During the first semester when the number of students was 
greater each student met for approximately twenty minutes twice a 
week. The schedule for the group assigned to the 9:30- and 1:30 
hours is shown below. • The numbers represent display session groups. 

Diagram 6 

Display Session Schedule 
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A similar schedule was used for the group meeting at 10:30 and 2:30. 
The schedule of a student assigned to display session Group b is 
shown below. 
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• Diagram. 7 

Individual Student Weekly Schedule 
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Thus an individual student from display session group 4 practiced 
in the language laboratory from 1:30 to 2:20 daily, from 9:30 to 10:20 
Tuesdayaand Friday and from 9: 30 to 9s 55 Monday and Thursday. He met 
with an instructor and two to four classmates, from 9! 55 to 10:20 twice* 
a week and attended a lecture session for a full period on Wednesday. 

These arrangements represent an ideal schedule from which it was 
necessary to depart from time to time as, for instance, during a per- 
iod of several weeks when equipment failure in the laboratory reduced 
the number of usable positions to below the number of students. During 
this time two display session groups met together for an entire period 
of 45 minutes, e.g. groups 1 and 4 met together from 9 s 30 to 10:15 on 
Mondays and Thursdays. Care was taken, of course, to put' those groups 
together which were most nearly at the same level of achievement. 

This experience of having to vary the size and length of display 
sessions led to certain impressions with regard to the relative im- 
portance of several of these factors. It was generally felt by the 
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instructors that the most important ‘factor -was the homogeneity of ' 
the groups. As long as all members of 'a group showed similar 
levels of proficiency, considerable latitude in size was tolerable. 
However , it was also the general feeling that display sessions 
tended to lose their character and become rather like traditional 
classes when the number of students exceeded five. It was also 
felt that, at this early stage of the course, 45 minute session's 
were too long since the students were limited as to what they 
could say and too much repetition was needed to take up the time 
available. 

In the second semester the number of students was reduced, 
making it possible to increase the amount of time each student 
spent in display session. This was felt to be desirable at this 
point since students now had at their disposal more structures 
and needed more time to exploit them adequately. 

The schedule for the group assigned to the 10:30 and 2:30 
hour is shown below. 

Diagram 8 

Display Session Schedule 
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Lsiiter in the semester at the request of the students groups’! 
and 2 were rescheduled so that group i met for a full period on 
Monday and half a period on Wednesday, while group 2 met for Half 
a period on Wednesday and a full period on Friday. The students 
felt that half a period in the laboratory was hardly worthwhile 
since a fair portion of that time was occupied with getting tapes^ 
finding their place in the tapes , warming up and, if they had to 
leave in the middle of the period, rewinding their tapes, returning 

them to the shelves, etc. A similar schedule wasff ollowed for the 
group- meeting at 9:30 and 1:30. 

Beginning with the Fall 19^2 semester class periods were re- 
duced from fifty to forty-five minutes. It proved difficult to 
maintain the half -period display sessions adopted during the first 
year of MGEF*s operation. In addition, starting with the Fall of 
1963 > Saturday morning classes were instituted to permit more 
flexible scheduling of classes and to alleviate a shortage of 
classroom space. It has been pointed out that, as students be- 
came more proficient in French display sessions, instructors re- 
quired a longer period of time to give the students an opportunity 
to warm up, display what had been learned during autodidactic 
sessions, and to use learned linguistic material. Instructors 
did feel, however, that in the initial stages of MCEF it was 
difficult to spend forty-five minutes with a group without stray- 
ing from elicitation of conversational material and were often 
tempted to engage in drilling and porrection of pronunciation. 
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It was decided to schedule F101 students into. three display sessions 
per week each meeting for twenty minutes. F102 and F203 groups met- 
twice weekly for a full forty-five minute period each time. The 
schedule for the IIIB (students who began MCEF in the Fall of 1963) 

section enrolled at 9:30 and 1:30 is shown below 

> 

Diagram 9 

£ i. sp l g 3[ Session Schedule for HIE Group 
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The schedule of an F101 student assigned to display session group 
4 is shown below. 
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Individual Student Weekly Schedule 
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The schedule of an F102 or F203 student, assigned to a comparable 
group would differ from the preceding one as follows:' 

Diagram 11 
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5.2 Staffing 



Display sessions were staffed by graduate Teaching Associates 
selected previously by the Department of French and Italian for 
teaching duties in conventional first and second year courses , in- 
cluding those which are parallel to the MCEF three semester sequence 
Since the declared primary objective of MCEF was to impart accurate 
pronunciation and proficiency and fluency in spoken French, it was 

requested that the Department make available to MOEF those Teaching 

0 

Associates who were the most proficient and accurate in the active 
use of the language. Assignment to MOTIF was made on a voluntary 
' basis and only Teaching Associates who expressed some sympathy, or 
at least impartiality, toward an audiolingual emphasis and the use 
of partial self-instruction were selected. 

"It is generally agreed that competence in language teaching is 
determined by at least three sets of attributes:- (l) proficiency in 
the target language, (2) professional training and/or experience, 
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(3) pedagogical skill. Admittedly , pedagogical skill and insight is 
notoriously difficult to evaluate, and in the case at hand, even more 
difficult to predict. It is assumed that an integral part of the 
training of a foreign language teacher is a working knowledge of the 
structure of both the native and the target language and that, to a 
certain extent at least, actual experience in the classroom adds pos- 
itively to teaching competence and skill. Age is a two-edged factor. 
On the one hand older teachers can be assumed to exhibit more maturity 
and responsibility in handling their duties, and will prove to be more 
tactful and self-reliant in the classroom, but on the other hand, they 
might be expected to show less enthusiasm in implementing a new and 

untried method and might show more reluctance to abandon the well- 
< 

rutted paths of traditional instruction. In order to determine the 
relative competence of the teaching staff assigned to experimental 
and control sections we considered the age, years of full-time teach- 
ing experience and of professional preparation, and proficiency in 
French of individual instructors. Table 1 indicates that, although' 
the experimental and control instructors are not perfectly matched 
there seems to be very little difference in their pedagogical compe- 
tence insofar as it is determined by the factors we have considered. 
Professional preparation and proficiency in French were evaluated on 
a relative five point scale. With regard to proficiency in French, 
the lowest point on the scale, one, refers to an over-all spoken con- 
trol of the language equivalent to that obtained by an *A f student 
upon completion of the third • semester of MCEFj the highest point, five. 
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represents native speaker proficiency. . Rank in the professional pre- 
paration scale was assigned on the basis of grade transcripts, obser- 
vation of performance in the classroom, and informal contact. The 

** 

evaluation was conducted independently for each group of instructors 
by the director of MGEP and the director of the elementary and inter- 
mediate French courses respectively. It goes without saying that this 
evaluation procedure is subjective and not very reliable. 

TABLE 1 

Comparison of E and C Sections Teaching Staff 
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While MCEF instructors were slightly older, more experienced and, 
predictably, more proficient in French than their control section 
counterparts, they had inferior professional preparation. In view of 
the ranking procedure followed the differences in professional pre- 
paration and proficiency are hardly significant. In addition, MCEF 
instructors received closer supervision through weekly meetings and 
visitation of courses. This in-service training no doubt upgraded 
their professional competence. Since, MCEF was a more self-conscious 

i 

--"existentialist", we might say--approach, with constant inquiry 
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into the learning process, modification of materials and techniques 
and searching self-criticism MCEF instructors became more acutely 
aware of the problems encountered by foreign language teachers, al- 
though this does not necessarily mean that they resolved them better. 

With regard to teaching experience it is interesting to note 
that except for instructors ”A n and "a” who had three and eight years 
of experience at the college level respectively, all the other exper- 
ienced instructors had had contact almost exclusively with high school 

O 

students. Instructor "a M , the author of a recent intermediate text, 
was also the only instructor with previous experience in the prepara- 
tion of teaching materials. 

5*3 Display Session Techniques 

5 • 31 Objectives 

iEie display session is intended to provide the student with the 
opportunity to use, in a person-to-person dialogue what he has learned 
in a dialogue with a machine. The display session is not intended as 
a place for teaching, but as a place to use what has already been 
learned. Ihs teacher* s goal is to guide the use of structures and 
vocabulary already learned, to stimulate and guide conversation and, 
where necessary, to correct. As a rule of thumb the teacher is to do 
those things which the machine cannot do.*^ 

5*32 Conditions 

As it was designed and carried out at Indiana University, the 
display session had one instructor meeting with a small group of stu- 
dents. The size of the group has varied from one to seven or eight. 
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though generally from three to five. These groups generally met 
either two or three times a week for half a class period. Insofar 
as possible students were grouped according to proficiency and re- 
grouping was needed from time to time. Both instructors’ offices 
and a conference room near the laboratory were used as meeting 
places. The latter arrangement was in general more satisfactory 
since less time was lost going from the laboratory to the display 
session and since it allowed the instructor to check his students 
in the laboratory more easily. Immediately adjoining rooms would 
have added to the convenience. Problems of schedule conflicts occa- 
sionally made it necessary to depart from optimum procedures in 
grouping and scheduling. 

In general it was felt that smaller groups were most satis- 
factory since it is hard to maintain conversation in large groups. 

It also seemed that a smaller amount of time was necessary at the 
beginning of the course and a greater amount later since the amount 
that students were capable of saying at the beginning was very 
small, but increased as time went on. 

The meeting room, it was felt, should be informal. Thus the 
conference room with students and instructor seated around a table 
was preferred to a classroom with students all facing the instruc- 
tor. An even less formal atmosphere might have served better. 
Without a doubt the manner of the instructor has as much effect on 
the atmosphere of the display session as the physical surroundings. 
Establishing an informal atmosphere conducive to conversation, where 
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the instructor is not the center of attention, departs sharply from 
the normal pattern of operation of most teachers and is not always 
easy to accomplish » 

5-33 General Problems 

Any language classroom is an unnatural situation for conversa- 

•* ir 

tion since in foreign language courses the objective is to practice 
the means of communication rather than to communicate something.. 
Conversation normally occurs when one person wishes to communicate 
something tto another. It is necessary, for classroom purposes, to 
find things to talk about. This usually results in the teacher* s 
doing almost all of the talking. Without things to talk about the 
display session is likely to end in embarrassing silence, pattern 
drills or a monologue by the teacher. 

Language classrooms are also not conducive to natural conver- 
sation simply because of the number of people involved. Conversa- 
tion is usually between two people, sometimes three and rarely more. 
For this reason a small group is desirable in display sessions. The 
problem of providing the proper setting for the display session was 
partially alleviated by scheduling the 12333 third semester sessions in 
instructors* offices as well as small seminar-type classrooms. In- 
structors were rotated frequently, with the students of .each group 
meeting different instructors in successive display sessions. In 
this manner students were forced to abandon pre-established patterns 
of responses conditioned by the interlocutor and the locale. In- 
structors were also asked to occasionally take tlieir charges to a 
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noisy place, such as student coffee lounges (fortunately a very 
suitable lounge is located in close proximity to the language lab, 
instructors' offices, and classrooms used for French courses). "When 
the weather permitted it, classes were held outdoors. Surprisingly, 
students exhibited very little self-consciousness in speaking a for- 
eign language in public and all instructors reported that ambient 
noise forced students to concentrate on the speaker in order to par- 
ticipate in the conversation, and as a result, the display sessions 

held in this non-academic environment proved more successful as a 
rule . 

Since the language class, including the display session, is an 
artificial environment for conversation much that is done will as 
a natural consequence be artificial. Questions will be asked not 
so much for the information they elicit, but for the sake of the 
structures involved in asking and answering them. The instructor may 
ask the time, not in order to be informed, but to give the student an 
opportunity to use structures appropriate to telling time. No matter 
what the topic, students at the initial stages of language study are 
unlikely to be more occupied with what they are talking about than 
with how they talk about it. As long as this is true, no natural 
communication is possible. 

Q3ae task of the display session instructor (or for that matter, 
the instructor of any language course stressing proficiency in con- 
versation) is to create as much of a natural atmosphere for conver- 
sation as possible. When students are preoccupied with how to say 
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something they quickly run out of things to talk about. The teacher' 

must continually provide topics to stimulate the students to speak, 

whether he draws these from the experience of the students, his own 
« 

experience or elsewhere. As far as the goals of the display session 
are concerned it is relatively unimportant what the source of the 
conversation is as long as it occurs. * Naturally, the backgrounds 
and personalities of the instructor and of the students will have 
much to do with determining these sources. Some students may easily 
find things in their experience to talk about, while others may be 
reluctant to talk about themselves. Similarly, some may be very ima- 
ginative and inclined to act a role while others may cling doggedly 
to fact and may even feel uneasy in acting a role. Again some in- 
structors may enter well into personal friendships with students 
while others prefer to maintain some distance and so would be less 
inclined to exploit the student* s experience as a topic of conversa- 
tion. 

Apart from personality and preference there are certain advan- 
tages and disadvantages to both of these types of conversational 
sources. 

Real-life topics clearly provide the most desirable type, all 
other things being equal., since they represent the most valid type 
of conversation possible in a display session. They provide a great 
fund of information which can be communicated from one person to an- 
other and are stable enough in the consciousness of the student him- 
self that they will interfere least with his attempts to formulate 
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linguistically correct statements. There are also disadvantages to 
this type of source. Their very stability may make it difficult for 
the instructor to turn and guide the conversation in such a way as 
to emphasize certain structures which, for pedagogical reasons, it 
may be desirable to practice. The strict adherence to the use of 
real situations may at times place the student and subsequently the 
instructor in an embarrassing position should a topic be touched up- 
on which would require the student to divulge information about him- 
self which he considers too personal to discuss with a teacher and 
fellow students. Whereas it would ideally be desirable for the stu- 
dent to have such confidence in his instructor that the instructor 
would know enough about his background to avoid such touchy topics, 
it is only rarely possible in the usual teaching situation. Another 
serious drawback to the strict use of .real-life situations is that 
one is forced to talk in terms of the student*s culture and society 
and little opportunity is readily available to convey to the stu- 
dent, along with language skills, the social values that attach to 
the language. 

hypothetical situations likewise have advantages and disadvan- 
tages. They afford a wider range of topics to talk about than do 
the experiences of any student and thus it is easier to find topics 
which will lend themselves to practice of those structures and voca- 
bulary which it is useful to practice at any particular moment. If 
a topic is understood by all to be unreal, or if the possibility is 
always present of inserting an unreal statement into a conversation 



which is mainly about real things, the means is always available to 
students to avoid malting embarrassing statements, There are also 
difficulties that arise from the use of hypothetical situations. 

Some students and even instructors feel qualms of conscience at 
making statements which do not correspond to fact. Hypothetical 
situations easily become inconsequential and meaningless unless 
they are carefully controlled. 

The greatest amount of flexibility becomes available to the in- 
structor in a blend of the real-life and the hypothetical where con- 
versation based on real-life topics may be supplemented as necessary 
by hypothetical situations. 

One of the most difficult of the general problems to resolve 
is to make the display session a place where students perform more 
than the instructor. The conditioned learned behavior of students 
is to consider the teacher as the center of attention in the class- 
room and to respond only to directions from the teacher. Similarly 
the teacher has learned to be the principal performer who does most 
of the speaking though he may occasionally call upon a student to 
act in a limited fashion. She display session requires almost an 
exchange of these roles. Ideally the students should speak the great- 
est part of the time, the teacher only occasionally, directing the 
conversation along lines where structures and vocabulary known to the 
student are available. (This requires of the instructor a very pre- 
cise knowledge of what each group can do at any given point.) Eie 
students must be trained to speak without constant direct stimulation 



by the instructor. The teacher must also learn how to place this 
responsibility on the students and prevent them from throwing the 
responsibility for continuing the conversation back on his shoul- 
ders . 

* 

5*3^ Means 

The devices indicated below have been found useful. The list 
is neither exhaustive nor original. 

5.3^1 Starting Points 

a) Immediate situation. Dialogue about things which form 

a part of the display session context: the instructor, 

students, the room, the weather, etc. E.g.^one of the 
students is tired because he studied late the night be- 
fore. 

b) Topic proposed by instructor. The instructor may pro- 
pose a topic for conversation by asking a series of 
related questions. E.g., plans for the afternoon or 
the activities of the previous weekend. (Opportunity 
is available for real-life or hypothetical topics . ) 

a) Themes written by students. Students may be asked to 

prepare, before the display session, short themes (two 

or three connected sentences are* often enough. ) These 

* 

may be read aloud in class. Other members of the group 
may question the reader who may amplify on his theme. 

d) Visual aids. A picture may suggest a topic. A pic- 
ture of Charles de Gaulle might lead into conversation 
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on what the students know or think of him. A connec- 
ted set of pictures such as a comic strip or sequence 
photographs are often more useful since they suggest 
a time dimension which may be lacking in a single pic- 
ture. 

e) Newspapers or magazines-. Students are assigned oral 

reports on articles in such magazines as Paris -Match 

* 

which provide ample visual support. Comic strips, par- 
ticularly the "Spirou" series have aroused consider- 
able enthusiasm and generate lively conversations among 
students. 

f) Visitors who are speakers of French, if they are avail- 
able, may be invited to the display session to stimu- 
ulate conversation from time to time. In this case, 
the conversation should be primarily between the visi- 
tor and the students, not between the visitor and the 
instructor. 

g) Spontaneous inspiration. Conversations may at times 
begin spontaneously or, after a prompted beginning, 
continue spontaneously.. iEhis, of course, is the most 
valid conversational situation in the display session, 
though it is not easy to achieve with all groups and 
has no possibility of being directed to practice in 
specific structures. 



5*3^2 Specific Techniques 



None of the techniques mentioned here are in any sense new. 
They have representation even in some of the most traditional texts. 

In the display session they are used not with any false illusions 
that they are a means of teaching , but as a means of eliciting from 
the student what he has learned. 

a ) Direct questions . 

b) Indirect questions where the student is told to ask a 
question of another student. 

c ) Commands . 

d) Directed statements where the student is told to say 
something. 

5.35 Correction 

C’.nce currently available machines are not capable of wholly 
reliable and effective correction it devolves upon the instructor to 
perform this task. The amount will vary according to the needs of 
the students. If a structure has simply not been learned it should 

be avoided in the display session and the student should be instruc- 

* 

ted to practice it in the language lab. Correction should be provided 
only in cases of imperfect learning. 

a) In the correction of pronunqiation the use of contrasts is 
one of the simplest and most effective means of correction. 
Making a student tap out an even rhythm while speaking is 
helpful in achieving the even stress pattern of French. The 
tendency of American students to reduce unstressed vowels 
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can sometimes be corrected by having the student pronounce 
only the vowels of a troublesome word. E.g. /a a i/ for 
maladie where the student reduces the second /a/, 
b) If a student is unable to give a response almost immedi- 
ately he should not be allowed to stammer around and hunt 
for the response , but should be given it immediately. The 
instructor may give it directly or call on another student 




(if he is certain the second student has this response 
readily available). There is little purpose in the instruc- 
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tor's going to each member of the group in turn trying to 
find one who might give the correct answer. Simply giving 
the correct response and returning to that structure later 
is more effective. 

c ) From time to time a very brief drill may serve to correct 
a mistake made by a student if it is more than just a ran- 
dom error. Such drills may be of any type suited to the 
problem, but should be kept as short as possible to prevent 
the display session from becoming a drill session. 

5.36 Illustrative Display Session Sequences 

Is Salut Jacques. Qa va? 

S: Pas mal, merci, et toi? 

Is Pas mal. Tu es fatigue ce matin? 

Ss Oui, je suis fatigue. 

Is Pourquoi es-tu fatigue? 

Ss Je me suis couche tard. 

Is Pourquoi t' es-tu couch£ tard? 

Ss J'ai travaille a la bibliotheque jusqu'a, minuit. 

Is Tu travailles toujours si tard? 

Ss Non, mais j'ai un examen ce matin. 
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It is necessary to train students not to give conversation stop- 

ping answers such as "Je ne sais pas." These in effect throw the 

burden of continuing the conversation back on the instructor. It may 

be established as a practice that if a person does not know an answer 

he should ask someone else and then report the information. At first 

the conversation might go like this: 

I: Jacques, ou va Marie apres la classe? 

J: Je ne sais pas. 

I: Alors, demande a Marie ou elle va apres la classe. 

(A simple gesture may later replace this instruc- 
tion. ) 

J: Marie, ou vas-tu apres la classe? 

M: Je vais a la bibliotheque. 

J: Marie va a la bibliotheque apres la classe. 

I: Que va-t-elle faire la-bas? 

J: Marie, que vas-tu faire a la bibliotheque? 

M: Je vais travailler. 

J: Elle va travailler a la bibliotheque. 

I: Elle va travailler tout 1* apres -midi? 

J: Marie, vas-tu travailler tout 1 ’apres-midi? (A gesture 

by the instructor may indicate to Marie that she is to 
give a negative reply. ) 

M: Eon, je vais travailler jusqu’a trois heures seulement. 

J: Elle va travailler jusqu’a trois heures seulement. 

Conversations may at times be profitably interrupted by an irre- 
levant, but normal question such as? "A propos, quelle heure est-il?" ' 

A single question may serve to start a conversation between two 
members of the group if they have been trained to follow up a topic* 

I: Jean, demande a Jacques s’il va au cinema ce soir. 

Ji Jacques, vas-tu au cinema ce soir? 

Js Oui, je vais au cinema ce soir. 

. J: Avec qui? 

J: Avec la soeur de Robert Durand. Tu la connais? 

J: Eon, comment s ’appelle-t-elle? 

J: Elle s’appelle Marie. 

At the more advanced levels the instructor must also steer the 
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conversation to discourse that will require the use of more complex 
constructions, particularly features of interclause government such 
as the conditional, the imperfect, and the subjunctive. In the next 
illustrative sequence, from a F203 display session, one of the stu- 
dents (X) has just described her stay in England and a short side 
trip to a small Normandy town. Kie instructor asks student (Y): 

I: Que ferais-tu si tu avais eu 1* occasion d'aller en 

Europe eorame elle? 

Y: Je serais allee a Paris mieux qu'en Normandie. 

Is KLutot qu'en Normandie... 

Y: Je serais allee a Paris plutot qu'en Normandie. 

X: Je serais allee a Paris aussi si j 'avais assez 
d 'argent. 

Is Si j 'avais eu... 

Xs ...si j 'avais eu assez d 'argent. 

Ys Pourquoi n'as-tu pas telegraphie a tes parents pour 
qu'il t'envoient encore de 1' argent? 

Xs Le voyage en Angleterre a deja coute trop cher. 

. It is important to note that instructors address students with 
familiar forms, but that the latter are trained to respond with the 
formal. Among each other students use the familiar, as is natural 
for French speakers of their age group. Shis greater use of the 
familiar than is usually found in conventional instruction is de- 
termined by the construction of the material which introduces the 
less differentiated tu forms of verbs before vous forms, but it is 
also consonant with the necessity of creating an informal climate 
suitable for uninhibited verbal interchange. 
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5«37 Transcription of a tape recorded Display Session - 
Date: Spring, 1964 

Instructor: "C" (see p. 138 ) first year with MCEF 

Students: EIII Group in F102 (Second Semester): Students 1 and 3 

completed the course in two semesters. 

Key: I - Instructor 

51 - Kathy - Student 1 

52 - Jane - Student 2 

5 3 - Pam - Student 3 

54 - Michel - Student 4 

55 - David - Student 5 

I: Kathy, est-ce qu'il fait bon aujourd'hui? 

SI: Oui, il fait bon aujourd'hui. 

I: Est-ce qu'il a fait bon hier? 

SI: Oui, hier, il a fait bon. 

I: Qu’ est-ce que tu as "fait hier? 

S2: Hier, je suis allee a l'eglise. 

I: A quelle heure es-tu allee a l'eglise? 

■ S2: Je suis allee a l'eglise a 9h30. 

I: Tu es allee a l'eglise avec Jane? 

S3; Non, je suis allee a l'eglise avec mon camarade de chambre, 

1 Cecilia. 

I: ma camterade de chambre. 

S3: ma camarade de chambre. 

I: Tu connais la camarade de chambre de Pam? 
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Sr: 


Oui, je connais la camarade de chambre de Pam. 1 1 


* 

I: 


Quel age a~t-elle? 


s4: 


r: 

Pam, quel age. . . y 


I: 


. . .a ta camarade de chambre? <n 


S4: 


a ta camarade de chambre? 


p 

: S3: 


Ma camarade de chambre a 19 ans. jH 


I: 

f 

S3: 


. . .a dix-neuf ans comrne toi? Tu as aussi 19 ans? 

n 

Moi aussi, j'ai dix-neuf ans. L 


I: 


Michel, ou es-tu alle hier? gn 


S4: 


Hier, je suis all! au theatre. 


I: 


Au theatre? C'est vrai? fj 


^ S4: 


Je suis alle au. . . 


I: 


,n 

au cinema. Quel film as-tu vu jouer? y 


S4: 


Ah ... 


I: 


Tu as vu jouer un film japonais, par hasard? 


S4: 


J’ai vu jouer un film. . .qui s’appelle. . .Yojimbo. ( > j 


I: 


Kathy, tu as aussi vu ce film? 

IF 


SI: 


Non, je n'ai pas vu ce film. jj 


I: 


David, pourquoi es-tu en retard? p. 


S5: 


. Je ne sais pas. * ia 


I: 


Tu ne sais pas pourquoi tu es en retard?. . .Est-ce qu’il fj 

est souvent en retard? 


S2: 


Non, il. . .oui, il est. ... ' fj 


I: 


souvent en retard. David, tu es souvent en retard? p 


S5: 


1 

souvent? 



s. 


I 


Ej^c— — 





Is often. Tu es souvent en retard? late. 

S5: Non. 

I: Alors, dis que tu n’es pas souvent eh retard. 

S5: Je n’ 

Is Oui, vas-y. Je ne suis pas, . . 

S5: Je ne suis pas souvent en retard. 

Is Tu as travailie hier? 

SI: Oui, j’ai travailie hier. J'ai travailie dans ma chambre. 

Is Est-ce Kathy a une camarade de chambre, Michel? 

S4: Kathy, as**tu une camarade de chambre? 

SI: Oui, j’ai un camarade de chambre. 

S4: UN camarade de chambre? 

Sis une camarade de chambre. Elle s’appelle Connie. 

Is D’ou vient-elle? 

Sis Elle vient de Sulpher City. 

Is Indiana? 

SI : Oui . 

Is Tu connais Sulpher City, Indiana? 

S2: Non. 

S4: Viens-tu de Sulpher City? 

Is Parle plus fort, Michel. 

S4: Viens-tu de Sulpher City, Indiana? 

Sis Non, je viens de Elwood, Indiana. 

Is Ou habite David? 

S3: David, ou habites-tu? 



S5: J’habite a North Manchester. 

I: Est-ce que tu cpnnais Sulpher City, Indiana? 

S5: Non. 

Is 'C’est une grande ville? 

Sis Non, Sulpher City est a cote de New Castle. 

S^: C T est au nord d’ Indianapolis? 

Is Sulpher City est au nord d' Indianapolis? 

SI: Non, a l'est d* Indianapolis. 

Is Combien de kilometres est Sulpher City de Elwood? 
S4: de New Castle. 

Is de New Castle. 

Sis Je'pense que. . .Sulpher City est. . . 

Is est a 

Sis est a dix kilometres de New Castle. Je ne sais pas. 
I: David, qu' est-ce que tu as fait samedi? 

S5: Samedi. . . 

Is Parle plus fort, David. 

S5: Samedi, j T ai. . .au lac. 

Is Non. 

S5: Je suis alle au lac. 

Is au lac Lemon? 

S5s Non, au lac. . .je ne sais pas. 

Is le nom. Tu ne sais pas le nom du lac? 

S5s II est a cinq kilometres au nord de Martinsville. 

Is Tu as fait du ski nautique? 



I: Sais-tu faire du ski nautique? 

S5: Oui. 

I: Dis que tu sais faire du ski nautique. 

S5: Je sais. . . 

I: faire du ski nautique. 

S5: faire du ski nautique. 

I: Est-ce qu'il sait faire du ski nautique? 

S3: Pardon? 

I: Est-ce que David sait faire du ski nautique? 

S3: David* est-ce que tu. . . 

I: sais faire du ski nautique? Est-ce qu'il sait faire du ski 

nautique ? 

S2: Oui, il sait faire du ski nautique. 

I: Et toi, est-ce que tu sais faire du ski nautique? 

S2: Won, je ne sais pas faire du ski nautique. 
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Notes 

^For a programmatic description of a somewhat different type 
of display session see A. Bruce Gaarder, p£. cit . p. 47-^8 . 
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6. Results 



6.1 Retention 

•One of the areas in which it is possible to make comparisons 
between the MCEF course structure and that of the conventional pro- 
gram is the response of students in terms of the dropout rate. Cer- 
tainly no trial course structure which resulted in a significantly 
higher dropout rate than the course with which it was being compared, 
could be considered satisfactory from that point of view. 

There are certain factors, some of which cancel others out, 
which affect the validity of the comparisons made below and should 
be kept in mind in evaluating them. 

1. The MCEF very early came to be known popularly as the "ex- 
perimental program " and the students were known as "guinea 
pigs." Discussion of the course in these terms destroyed 
the confidence of a number of students who asked to be 

. allowed to drop the course because they felt that they were 
being taken advantage of. 

2. In enrolling the first group certain students were rather 
arbitrarily assigned to MCEF (though no more arbitrarily 
than they would have been assigned to sections of the con- 
ventional program)’. This arbitrary assignment to the "ex- 
perimental program" caused dissatisfaction among certain 
students who asked to drop. 
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Compensating for the above factors to some extent were those 
students who were intrigued and motivated by participation 
in something new and untried. 

4. The argument which could be advanced that enrollments in 
MCEF were held artificially high by the fact that stu- 
dents could not transfer from MCEF to conventional courses 
is held to be invalid since it was equally impossible for 
students to transfer out of the conventional sections. Stu- 
dents in both programs had the same requirements for gradu- 
ation. 

5. The reasons why students drop a course are many and varied 
and cannot be determined with any degree of certainty. In 
order to compare MCEF and the conventional groups accurately 
with regard to dropout rate, the exact causes of dropouts 
would have to be determined, whether academic, personal, 
financial, or other. It can only be assumed, for the sake 
of malting a comparison, that all causes other than the na- 
ture of the two programs affected both groups equally. 

The graphs below indicate the percentages of the initial enroll- 
ments remaining at the end of each semester in the E and C groups, 
and the number of eventual successful completions of a third semes- 
ter course (with a grade of D or better). 



l 6 l 



IE versus IC 



Initial enrollments: IE 5 6 



i 



n 



y 



U 



n 

u 




IIE versus IIC 



Initial enrollments : IIE 




65 
6 2 



o 

ERIC 



II3E versus IIIC 



Initial Enrollments: IIIE 6l 

IIIC 66 



E versus 




C Initial Enrollments: E 18? 

C 214 




Sem 1 Sem 2 Sem 3 



163 . 



Eal 



PS) 

r i 

k s 

i t 



P| 

k'S 



prs 
t; : i 



£j 



f 



?'•. j 

Lif 



} 



R3 



!P3 

i < • 

..j 

«M4? 




H 

r j 

i' A 



n 

U 



n 

LJ 



R 

j. 'T 

Li 



n 

{*• ■ 
{ 3 



The graphs indicate that MCEF has not produced a significantly 
higher rate of dropouts. Bearing in mind the reservations stated 
above, one might even cautiously hazard the observation that the 
dropout rate is lower at most points in the E groups than in the 
C groups even though the general patterns are similar and most of 

the differences that are seen could fairly easily be attributed to 
chance factors . 

Higher Level Courses Taken in French 
All E groups and all C groups have been combined because of the 
extremely small amount of data. 

E c 



Total 

Initial 182 21 4 

Enrollment 
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306 
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1 


15 
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6*2 Overachievement and Underachievement 

One of the outstanding features of the MCEF organization is 
the amount of flexibility it allows. Students who are gifted or 
highly motivated can progress more rapidly than the others and 
in a few cases exceptional students are able to progress at such 
a rate that they are able to gain three semesters* credit in two 
semesters , or more rarely, two semesters* credit in one semester. 
On the other hand, weaker students or students hhose work is inter- 
rupted by illness or for other reasons are allowed to continue 
working at a slower pace and eventually achieve at an acceptable 
level. These two types of cases are referred to' below as over- 
achievement and underachievement respectively c 

Over achievement Under achievement 

Number Credit Number Grade Received 



IE 



Sem 1 


1 


101, 102 


10 


C - 4 P - 3 
D - 1 W - 2 


Sem 2 


f 




6 


B - 3 P - 2 
C - 1 
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Number 



Credit 



Number Grade Received 



IIE 



III# 



Sem 3 






8 


■ 

B - 1 D - 2 

C - 2 F - 3 


Sem 1 




> 


7 


C - 4 F - 2 
W - 1 


Sem 2 


1 


102 , 203 


9 


A « 1 F - 3 
C - 5 


Sem 3 






11 


B - 1 F - b 

C - 5 D - 1 


Sem 1 


1 


101, 102 


29 


B - 9 I - 1 
C - 19 


Sem 2 


2 


102, 203 


16 


B— 3 D - 1 
C - 8 F - 1 
W - 1 WF - 1 


Sem 3 






15 


B - 8 D - 1 
C - b WF - 2 



The increased number of Incompletes issued in the HIE group 
is the result of a change in policy whereby students who received 
a grade of C were allowed to take Incomplete instead and have 
an additional b weeks before being examined again. Previously only 
students with grades of "D" or "F" were allowed extra time. The 
number of students who received "B" by this means indicates the 
effectiveness of this procedure. Grades of "F" and "WF" are given 
only to students who fail to complete the course without having 
met the required levels of proficiency. 



In addition to the record of overachievement shown above , a 
number of special students , not in the original groups , were allowed 
to enroll in MCEF, of whom several were able to obtain additional 
credit as indicated in the table below. 



Number Credit 



IE 


2 


102, 203 


IIE 


3 


102, 203 


HIE 


1 


102, 203 



These students were, for the most part, students with a back- 
ground in language study and with particularly high motivation. They 
were allowed, by the flexibility of MCEF, to take full advantage of 
their background and motivation and make additional progress. In a 
conventional course they would have been held in lock-step with weak- 
er students and prevented from realizing their full potential. 

These data point out quite clearly that MCEF was successful, at 
least to some extent, in providing a flexible framework in which 
gifted or motivated students would be able to progress more rapidly 
while weaker students would be able to move at a pace geared to their 
ability without being penalized. With regard to the overachievers,, 
it should be noted that they constitute nearly 10 # of the 100 or so 
students who successfully completed MCEF in the three and a half year 
trial run. MCEF students in turn constitute less than 10# of begin- 
ning French students enrolling at Indiana University. Were MCEF (or 



at least a course adapting the flexible administrative framework of 
the experimental course) generalized, one could expect that each year 
more than 30 students could complete the three semester sequence in 

one year, with resulting economy of student time and instructional 
costs. 

It might be argued that allowing students to refuse a grade un- 
til they could score at least a **B would result in a drastic lower— 
ing of standards. However a student had the option of accepting an 
Incomplete instead of a "G" only once. If, in the make-up examina- 
tion he failed to meet the standard for "B", the student had to take 
a U C". He received a second Incomplete for the work of the same sem-. 
ester only if he failed to meet the minimum passing standards. Gen- 
erally, such students were eliminated before the end of the course 
and received an "F" or "WF"* As concerns relative severity of grad- 
ing, Table 1 below clearly shows that there does not seem to be any 
significant difference in the number of high grades ("A" or "B") 
awarded. Keeping in mind, as will be shown in the next section, that 
the E and C groups exhibited comparable linguistic and scholastic ap- 
titudes and that their overall achievement as measured by the final 
test instrument does not differ appreciably, it can only be concluded 
that significant differences in grade award reflect one of the avowed 
goals of the course, to wit, to permit slower students to complete 
the course in more than the normal three semesters without penalty. 
Accordingly, the number of "F's" received by MCEF students is much 
smaller than that received by control group students. Very few "D’s" 
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0 
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13 
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Sem 3 
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10 
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5 


0 


MM 
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•L 
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2 


1 
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43 
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124 


162 


10 


22 j 
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0 
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105 
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Table 1. 



*Inconrpa.etes not yet. all removed. Removed Incomplet.es have been 
incorporated into appropriate grade categories. Students who continue 
at Indiana university must remove their Incomplete within two 'semes- 
ters. .Those Incomplete?, which have not been removed, therefore, be- 
long to students who have changed schools (in which a language is not 
required) or have dropped out of school. 
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have been granted; instead, students were given the necessary addi- 
tional time they required to meet the minimum standards without pre- 
judice. It is a demonstrated positive feature of MCEF that students 
are not generally permitted to move on to a higher level course with 

the shaky control of the subject matter signified by the grade of 

"D". 

6*3 Comparison of Achievement 

6.31 Comparability of Groups 

6*311 Linguistic Aptitude 

Because of the impossibility of assigning students to E or 
C groups on the basis of a truly randomized or match-pair procedure, 
we were forced to rely on the random character of course registration 
at Indiana University. A possible contaminating factor was intro- 
duced by the necessity of explaining to each prospective E enrollee 
the nature of the "experimental course" and how it differed from the 
conventional course, particularly with regard to grade and credit 
award . In the enrollment of the first E group, this requirement pla- 
ced the MCEF staff in the uncomfortable position of having to "sell" 
the course in the sense that students had to be told that the course 
was not more demanding than the conventional course and that they 
would be able to make the transition to required second-and-third- 
year French courses withput any handicap. We feared, however, that 
students who were unsure of their ability to cope with an audio- 

1 

i 

lingually oriented course or who had had less than happy contact with 
foreign language learning previously, would shy away from MCEF. It 
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could reasonably be anticipated that only highly motivated and gifted 
students would be attracted to the E sections. 



To determine the comparability of the E and C groups, we decided 
to rely primarily on scores obtained in the Carroll-Sapon MLAT bat- 
tery which we administered during the first week of classes. Various 
other measures were available: the AAT (Academic Aptitude Test), 



overall high school grade average, sex, age, previous experience in 
foreign language learning, but since our study focused on the imple- 
mentation of a self-pacing partially self-instructional course rather 
than a comparison of achievement resulting from two different instruc- 
tional treatments, we chose to single out one factor that had proven 
to be a good predictor of success in foreign language learning. 1 Ta- 
ble 2 shows that we were unusually fortunate in selecting E and C 
groups that appear well-matched with regard to language aptitude. We 
can be reasonably certain that differences in achievement at all 



points of the two alternative three -semester sequences can be ascribed 
to differences in overall treatment and that variations in the compo- 
sition of the two groups being compared played no appreciable role. 

As a further check on the comparability of the E and C groups an 
analysis of variance was performed taking each E group against the 
corresponding 0 group. Wo significant differences were found. 

6.312 Attitude and Motivation 



At a somewhat advanced stage of our experiment, at the sug- 
gestion of Wallace E. Lambert, we decided to collect data which would 



yield information about student motivation and attitudes. A question- 
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Table 2. 

Pre-test Scores (MEAT) 

MEAT Mean Number 



3E1 119.32 

IBS 121.27 
Combined IE 

IC1 114.52 
IC2 119.10 
IC3 107.08 
IC4* 131.95 
Combined IC 

Combined HE** 
Combined IIC 

I 

Combined HIE 
Combined IHC 



120.37 


61 


117.63 


85 


116.83 


69 


117.00 


62 


115.43 


b 64 


117.66 


68 



Combined E H7.5 194 

Combined C 117.4 215 

*According to the original plan there would have been only three 
control sections. The fourth (a group of superior students) was added 
because of the relatively low scores of Control Sections 1, 2, and 3. 

**The experimental design was modified to eliminate the variable 
of the number of assigned laboratory hours for E groups. It proved 
difficult to maintain through three semesters a distinction which, 
furthermore, did not promise to yield any interesting data. 
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naire that followed Lambert’s very closely was prepared and adminis- 
> tered to students of the HIE group upon enrollment in the fall of 

1963.3 Unfortunately, it proved impossible to present this question- 
naire to the control group so that attitude and motivation indices 
1 could not be used to help determine the comparability of the E and C 

groups . 

6.32 Preliminary Remarks 

t Before any attempt is made to compare the E and 0 groups with 

regard to the proficiency they acquired in French, a closer look 
„ should be taken at the problems associated with such comparisons and 

the variables which could distort the conclusions. 

I It is evident that no two French courses have exactly the same 

content. Structures and vocabulary presented by one course may be 
omitted in another. The order of presentation may also vary from 
1 course to course with the result that items common to two courses may 

still receive different amounts of emphasis. Two courses may also 
place varying amounts of emphasis on the several language skills even 
though they both set out to teach the same skills. One course may 
insist on a high degree of accuracy in pronunciation and devote a 
great deal of time to it, sacrificing, thereby, a certain amount of 
time which might otherwise be devoted to another skill such as read- 
ing. The other course might take the opposite tack and devote a 
great deal of time to reading and tolerate less accurate pronuncia- 
tion. 

Language proficiency is composed of many varied components so 
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intricately bound together that it is difficult to separate out each 
one for individual evaluation. For instance, it is impossible to 
test a student's ability to recognize a certain structure without, at 
the same time, testing his ability to recognize certain vocabulary 
items since the structure must be represented by sentences containing 
vocabulary items. The student's failure to recognize a key vocabu- 
^ . m his missing the question even though he 

might be quite familiar with the structure the question was trying to 
test. A student's failure to answer such a question correctly could 
be interpreted either as unfamiliarity with the structure or unfami- 
liarity with the key vocabulary items. 

The attempt to test one language skill frequently becomes in- 
volved in testing other skills. A test of listening comprehension 
which requires a student to select among written answers assumes, 
often wrongly, that the student can read those answers. Only if g.n 
the students can read the answers perfectly and with ease is the read- 
ing skill eliminated as a variable. Otherwise, the student who is 
able to understand perfectly what he hears may still not be able to 
mark the right answers if he cannot read the answers. 

Because of the impossibility of equating two courses of language 
study and be'cause of the impossibility of making valid comparisons of 
proficiency between groups which have been trained by different cours- 
es, very few attempts have been made to do this.^ The following com- 
parisons are not in any sense intended to prove that either the MGBF 
treatment or the conventional treatment is superior with regard to 



course materials. For the reasons stated above, no such conclusions 
can be drawn from the data. The purpose of the present study, as set 
forth in the proposal, was not to evaluate course materials, as was 
commonly thought even among some- of those associated with the adtnini- 
stration and evaluation of the study. The purpose of the study was 
only to test the feasibility of a certain administrative framework. 
Different materials were developed and used only because no one set 
of materials was adaptable to both administrative frameworks. The 
comparisons presented below are given only as a rough indication that 
the novelty of MGEF course organization did not have a detrimental 
effect upon student achievement. 

6.33 Testing Instruments 

Our conclusions with regard to differences in achievement be- 
tween the E and 0 groups are based on results obtained in the only 
available test batteries prepared by an outside agency which we could 
use as an objective standard. 

At the time the project was begun in the fall of 196l the only 
suitable tests were the Educational Testing Service (El’S) exonerative 
French Listening Tsst and the very traditional ETS exonerative French 
Test . As a consequence we were forced at the beginning to use speak- 
ing proficiency tests of our own construction. We recognized that 
this was not desirable since our conclusions would almost certainly 
be biased, but there was no practical alternative. 

In the fall of 19^2 a broader test battery that included tests 
of speaking ability and writing proficiency, in addition to listening 
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comprehension and reading ability, became available in preliminary 
form at a lower level (destined for students with up to two years of 
high school French) and at a higher level (destined for students with 
up to four years of high school French). These test batteries, dis~ 
tributed by ETS, had the added advantage of being backed by the pro- 
fessional organization of our field, the Modern Language Association 
(MLA) and, in fact, had been developed under terms of a contract be- 
tween the UoS. Office of Education and the MLA. We adopted these 
tests as our criterion as soon as they became available to us and 
first administered them at the end of the first semester of 1962- 
1963 school year. The higher level form of the test was administered 
to the IE and IC groups (then at the end of their third semester) and 
the lower level of the test was administered to the IIE and IIC groups 
(then at the end of their first semester). 

Shorter modified versions of both MLA test batteries are now 
available from the Cooperative Test Division of ETS so that we shall 
not describe the composition of the constituent tests. We should 
like to point out, however, that unlike the revised standard version, 
scoring of the speaking and writing tests was performed by ETS, thus 
ensuring a greater reliability than is possible when the scoring is 
attempted by local instructors. 

The following tests were used at the first semester level. 

1 . IE and IC groups. Fall semester 1961-1962. 

a. ETS Cooperative French Listening Test . Form A. 

b. ETS Cooperative French Test. Elementary Form R. 
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c . A locally prepared oral production test was administered 
to the IE and 10 group.. 

2. IIE and IIC groups. Fall semester 1962-1963. 

a. ETS Cooperative French Test , Elementary Form R„ 

Md Listening Comprehension Test . Lower level, Form A. 
c. Oral Production Test (prepared locally). 

3* HIE and IIIC groups.. Fall semester 1963-1964. 

a. MLA Listening Comprehension Test . Lower level, Form A. 

b. MLA Reading Test, Lower level. Form A. 

c . A speaking test prepared locally in which students were 
required to perform grammatical transformations, answer 
and ask questions within prescribed time limits. 

The following tests were used at the second semester level. 

1. IE and 10 groups. Spring semester 1961-1962. 

a. ETS, Cooperative French Listening Test . Form B. 

b . ETS Cooperative French Test, Elementary F6rm Q. 

c. A locally prepared battery consisting of the following 
parts . 

1. Oral Comprehension 

a . Oral C ompr ehens i on . 

b. Recognition of grammatical signals. 

c. Phoneme discrimination. 

2. Oral Production. 

3. Structure of French and related cultural items. 
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IIE and IIC groups. Spring Semester 1962-1963. 

a * MLA Listening Comprehension Test . Lower level. Form B. 

b. MLA Speaking Test . Lower level. Form B. 

c. MLA Reading Test . Lower level. Form B. 

d. MLA Writing Test . Lower level. Form B. 

3 * IIIE and IIIC groups. Spring semester 1963-1964. 

Same tests as given the IIE and IIC groups. 

The following tests were used with all three groups at the third 
semester level. 

a. MLA Listening Comprehension Test . Higher level. Form C. 

b. MLA Speaking Test . Higher level. Form C. 

c. MLA Reading Test . Higher level. Form C. 

d. MLA Writing Test . Higher level. Form C. 

6 6.34 Discussion of Tests 

The fact that we changed tests during the. course of the 
project made comparisons between groups virtually impossible 
except at the end of the third semester when all groups took the 
same battery of tests. This, coupled with the fact that the com- 
parability of the E and C programs of study was at its highest, 
m terms of skills taught, at the end of three semesters, led 
us to restrict formal comparisons of achievement to the third 
semester level. Interim testing at the end of the first and 
second semesters was carried out, but used primarily for our 
own information. 

As it turned out, none of the ETS-MLA tests used applied 
equally well to both groups. The discussion of each of these 
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types of tests will indicate some (but certainly not all) of the 
invalidating differences between the groups. 

1. Listening comprehension . The greater amount of time 
devoted to this skill by MCEF students was an advantage 
on these tests, though it was offset by their smaller 
vocabulary and more limited repertoire of structures. 
MCEF students had been trained to comprehend very rapid, 
informal French (a more difficult style to master), but 
any superiority they might have been supposed to have 

in this area was not measured by these tests since they 
were spoken slowly and formally and allowed long pauses 
for the choice of answers so that immediacy of compre- 
hension was not measured. The greater emphasis placed 
on reading in the conventional program was an advantage 
to the C groups since the test required the students to 
make choices among written answers. 

2. Speaking . The speaking tests, in general, tended to 
favor the MCEF students since they had devoted more time 
to the skills tested and were more accustomed to the use 
of the language laboratory where the tests were adminis- 
tered. These advantages were again partially offset by 
their limitations of vocabulary and structure, by the 
fact that these tests were also presented in slow, for mal 
style to which they had not been trained, and by the 
facttthat the tests did not measure speed of response or, 
in general, fluency. 



3* Reading. The reading tests clearly favored the students 
of the conventional program where more emphasis was placed 
on this skill. Again, their larger vocabulary was an ad- 
vantage . 

b. Writing. Writing tests again favored the students of the 
conventional groups for much the same reasons as in the 
reading test. 

The study of the correlations brought to light some interesting 
data regarding the MLA French proficiency test battery. The corre- 
lations between the four tests of the battery are very high. 



Reading Writing Speaking 

Listening 0.899 O.869 % 0,874 

Reading 0.910 0.903 

Writing 0.849 

The high correlations between the tests of the battery strongly 
suggest that the tests do not each test a separate skill, as is 
claimed, but that all the tests measure the same skill or set of 
skills. A cursory examination of the tests suggests that the skill 
of reading, which is common to all of them might be the skill tested 
primarily by this battery of tests. 

Information perhaps as valuable as performance in achievement 
tests might have been obtained had psycholinguistic tests of the 

type developed and used by the University of Colorado German Experi- 

£ 

ment been' available for French. These tests attempted to probe 
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into two areas of psycholinguistic response: degree of habituation 

at the semantic level and motivational and attitudinal factors. 

The first area which makes use, among others, of techniques re- 
sulting from the application of Charles E. Osgood’s concept of 
the semantic differential, 7 would provide information with regard 

to the relative depth of acquisition of the structures of the 
« 

target language community, in particular, and foreign c ul t ur es, 
in general, had been modified in the process of learning the for- 
eign language and whether the instruction had caused a shift in 
motivation from, say, the instrumental to integrative orientation. 

6*35 Comparisons of Achievement 

Test score data were processed at the Indiana University 
Research Computing Center. Analyses of variance were obtained 
for’ all comparisons. The F ratio obtained from the analysis of ’ 
variance was used as the test of significance. 

6.351 IE Versus 10 Groups 

1 . MLA Listening Comprehension Test , Higher level. Form C 





IE 


IC 


Number of Cases (N) 


25 


23 


Mean Score (M) 


20.7 


22.6 


Standard Deviation (SJ)*) 


6.1 


5.2 


F ratio 


1.26 


(Not significant) 



MLA Sneaking Test, Higher level. Form C 






XE 


IC 


N 


25 


21 


M 


49.1 


46.6 


S.Do 


14.67 


8.9 


F ratio 


0.46 


(Not significant) 


MLA Reading Test, Higher level 


, Form C 






IE 


IC 


h 


21 


24 


M 


16.3 


25.7 


S.D. 


4.2 


6.0 


F ratio 


36.5 


(Significant at 
.01 level) 


MLA Writing Test, Higher level. 


Form C 






IE 


IC 


N 


24 


24 


M 


45.5 


54.4 


S.D. 


18.0 


11.9 


F ratio 


4.09 


(Significant at 
.05 level) 



The differences in reading and writing which favor the control 
group reflect the greater emphasis placed on those skills in the con- 
ventional program. The difference in favor of the E group in speaking, 
while not statistically significant, parallels and increased emphasis 
on oral skills in the experimental program. The mixed nature of the 
listening test (see above) may account for the fact that the E group 
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F ratio 



1.60 (Not significant) 
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did not perform better than the C group as 


one would have other- 


wise have expected them to. 






6.3^2 IIE Versus IIC Groups 






1. MLA Listening Comprehension Test 






IIE 


'IIC 


N 


24 


14 


M 


20.7 


22.0 


S.D. 


7.2 


6.7 


F ratio 




0.3 (Not significant) 


2. MLA. Speaking Test 


IIE 


IIC 


N 


22 


13 


M 


53.6 


52.8 


S.D. 


11.5 


11.9 


F ratio 




0.04 (Not significant) 


3. MLA Reading Test 








IIE 


IIC 


N 


21 


15 


M 


18.1 


26.5 


S.D. 


5.6 


3.5 


F ratio 




25.88 (Significant at 

. 01 level ) | 


4. MLA Writing Test 


IIE 


IIC 


N 


26 


14 | 


M 


47.3 


53*0 


S.D. 


l4.l 


12.7 ! 
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The same pattern is found here as with the IE 


and IC groups 


except that the HE group has shown a gain in the writing test 


to the point where the difference, though still in 


the favor of 


the IIC group, is no longer statistically 


significant. 


6.353 HIE Versus IIIC Group 


• 




1 . MLA Listening Comprehension 


Test 






IIIE 


IIIC 


W 


22 


14 


* M . 


25.0 


23.9 


S.D* 


8.7 


6.5 


P ratio 


0 


.15 (Wot significant) 


2 . MLA Speaking Test 








IIIE 


IIIC 


W 


24 


15 


M 


60.2 


53.7 


S.D. 


12.6 


11.8 


P ratio . 

•1 


2.56 (Wot significant) 


3 » MLA Reading Test 








IIIE 


IIIC 


W ^ 


23 


13 


M 


20.0 


25.1 


SoD. 


4.7 


7.7 



P ratio 

4 . MLA Writing Test 



6.13 (Significant at 
.05 level) 
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S.D, 

F ratio 



13.5 15.7 

8,47 (Significant at 
. . 01 level ) 



The pattern is similar to that shown by the IE and IC groups 
except that the HIE group performed better than the IIIC group in 
listening comprehension though the difference is not significant. 
6.354 Combined E Versus Combined C Groups 
1. Listening Comprehension Test 



N 

M 

S.D, 

F ratio 

2. MLA Speaking Test 



E C 

77 53 

21.9 23.8 

7.4 9-8 

I.63 (Not significant) 



N 

M 

S.D, 

F ratio 

3* MLA Heading Test 

N 

M 

S.D, 

F ratio 



E C 

71 49 

5^.3 50.4 

13.7 10.9 

2.65 (Not significant) 

E C 

76 55 

18.2 25.8 

5.2 5.8 

63.6 (Significant at 
.01 level) 



185 - 



P 




n 

i 

y 




■i 



Li 



fy] 
; j 

b 





n 

u 



n 

u 



D 



n 

u 



n 

i 

u 



n 

L 



n 

Li 




o 



4. MLA. Writing Test 





E 


C 


N 


76 


55 


M 


k6. 6 


55.7 


S.D. 


15.4 


13.1 



F ratio 12.6 (Significant at 

. 01 ‘ level ) 

# 



The performance of the combined E and C groups shows the same 
general pattern of achievement as was shown by the individual groups. 
These comparisons are summarized in' Tables 3 and 4 below. 

6.36 ^Comparison of Experimental Treatments 
To jvaluate the effect of the variations in materials and 
course organization that were used with the experimental groups 
the achievement scores of the three E groups were compared using 
the same procedure as above. 

6.361 IE Versus TIE 

1. MLA Listening Comprehension Test 





IE 


IIE 


Bf ‘ 


25 


2k 


M 


20.7 


20.7 


S.D. 


6.1 


7.2 


F ratio 




0.00 (Wot significant) 


MLA Speaking Test 








IE 


IIE 


Bf 


25 


22 


M 


49.1 


53.6 



Comparison of Experimental and Control Groups 

Mean Scores 



MLA Listening Comprehension Test - Higher C 



22.6 

,4n — — 



IC 



20 . 

' 20.7 1 1 



TIE IIC 



25.0 



23.9 



hie me 



46.6 



MLA Speaking Test - Higher C 



53 52.8 





1 y/Um 9 V 


J ‘ 1 * 







HE IIC , 



60.2 




Table 3 



MLA Reading Test - Higher C 



**25.7 

16.3 



IE IC 



**26.5 



18.1 



I IE IIC 



* 25-1 




MLA Writing Test - Higher C 



* 54.4 



45.5 



LI 

IE IC 



53-0 



47^3 



61.3 



47.1 



IIE IIC 



hie me 



Difference significant at .05 level 
Difference significant at .01 level 
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IE 


IIE 


S.D. 


i4.y 


11.5 


F ratio 


1-33 


(Wot significant) 


3* MLA Heading Test 




IE 


IIE 


N 


21 


24 


M 


16.3 


17.5 


S.D. 


4.2 


5.9 


F ratio 


O.58 


(Not significant) 


4. MLA Writing Test 




IE 


IIE 


N 


24 


26 


M 


45.5 


47.3 


SoDo 


18.0 


14.1 


F ratio 


0.15 


(Not significant) 


Wo significant differences were found between the 


IE and IIE 


groups though the IIE group shows slight 


gains in all areas except 


listening comprehension. 

6.362 IIE Versus IIIE 


1. MLA Listening Comprehension 


Test 






IIE *■ 


IIIE 


N 


24 


22 • 


M 


20.7 


25.0 • 


S.Do 


7.16 


8.8 


F ratio 


3.33 


(Not significant) 
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2. MIiA Speaking Test 


IIE 


IIIE 


N 


22 


2b 


M 


53.6 


60.2 


S.D. 


11c 5 


12.6 


F ratio 




3'b6 (Not significant) 


3» MLA Reading Test 


IIE 


IIIE 


N 


2b 


23 


M 


17.5 


20.0 


S.D. 


5.9 


4.7 


F ratio 




2.69 (Not significant) 


4. MLA Writing Test 


IIE 


IIIE 


N 


26 


23 


M 


*7*3 


47.1 


S.D. 


14.1 


13.5 


F ratio 

1 




0.00 (Not significant) 


Again there were no significant differences between the IIE 


and XIIE groups, though the HIE group 


shows increases in mean 


scores in all areas except writing. 






6.363 IE Versus IIIE 






1* MLA Listening Comprehensi 


on Test 






IE 


IIIE 


, H 


25 


2b 
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IE 




HIE 


M 


20.7 




25.0 


S.D. 


6.1 




8.7 


P ratio 




3.86 


(Wot significant) 


MLA Speaking Test 


IE 




IIIE 


N 


25 




24 


M 


49*1 




60.2 


S.D. 


14.7 




12.6 


F ratio 




8.o4 


(Significant at 
.01 level) 


MLA Reading Test 










IE 




IIIE 


N 


21 




23 


M 


16.3 




20.0 


S.D. 


4.2 




4.7 


F ratio 




1 — 1 

t— 

• 

t— 


(Significant at 
.01 level) 


MLA Writing Test 


IE 




IIIE 


N 


24 




23 


M 


45.5 




47.1 


S.D. 


18.0 




13.5 . 


F ratio 




0.13 


(Not significant) 
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The IIXE group obtained higher mean scores on all four measures 
than the IE group. The differences in Speaking and Reading are statis- 
tically significant. These analyses indicate a general increase in 
proficiency with each successive group of students which we attribute 
to revisions in the materials and modifications of course organization. 
These comparisons are summarized in Table 5 . 

The coefficient of correlation between our final measures and 
a variety of initial measures was obtained to see if we had any mea- 
sure which would effectively predict success in our self -instructional 
context. 

The following initial measures were used: 

Modern Language Aptitude Test 
Previous study of French 
Previous study of other languages 
College Aptitude Test battery 
Rank in High School class 
Cumulative grade -point average at ITJ 
The following final measures were used: 

MCA Listening Comprehension Test . Higher level, Form C 
MA Reading Test . Higher level, Form C 
MxA Writing Test, Higher level, Form C 
MLA Speaking Test . Higher level, Form C 
French 101 , 102 and 203 grades 
Ho correlations high enough to be useful as predictors of 
success were found. The highest correlation (r= 0 A 3 ) was between 
the MLAT and F101 grades. This is considerably below the predictive 
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capacity claimed for the MEAT in the manual. 

The rather low predictive capacity in this instance may he 
attributed to the skewing of the curve of the distribution of 
scores which has been observed in testing students who have learned 
through a program. The normal bell-shaped curve tends to be dis- 
torted with a majority of the students at the top of the range 
and only a relatively few at the bottom of the range. The effect, 
of course, is produced by the larger proportion of students who 
successfully complete programmed material. Since aptitude tests 
are validated using populations with a near normal distribution 
the skewed distribution in a programmed course makes the test 
appear less valid. 

6.37 FBI Test 

Through the auspices of the Center for Applied Linguistics 
and the Defense Language Institute (DLl) a random sample of HIE 
and IIIC students were administered the FSI' (Foreign Service Insti- 
tute of the Department of State) and DLI French proficiency tests. 
Since it includes both spoken proficiency and reading-translation 
sections the FSI test provides additional data in evaluating the 
relative overall proficiency of E and C students. 

The FSI Speaking (S) rating is based on the joint evaluation 
of oral comprehension and production by a trained native speaker 
and a linguist. Scores are relative to a continuous eleven point 
scale ranging from S-0 (no ability) and S-5 (native speaker profi- 
ciency). Ratings are described in approximate functional terms. 
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S-3j which defines the minimum oral mastery in a FL required by 
the Department of State, signifies a control of a FL sufficient 
to carry out official functions and to discuss any topic with a 
minimum of glaring grammatical errors and fairly accurate pronun- 
ciation. FSI evaluators assign ratings on the basis of overall 
intr a- subjective impression and a weighted check-list scale meas- 
uring pronunciation accuracy, f3_uency of phonation, comprehension, 
grammatical accuracy, and scope of vocabulary. The FSI S-rating 
is highly reliable at the 3-level, but reliability decreases as 
the scores move away from the center of the scale. 

The FSI reading-translation rating (r) is based on. a series 
of graded text selections in French. The student is required to 
read silently and then translate viva voce in English. Texts of 
increasing difficulty are presented to the subject to the point 
where he cannot produce an acceptable translation. As for the 
S-rating FSI R-ratings are most reliable at the S-level and pro- 
gressively less reliable at both extremes. 
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The results of the ESI S and R ratings are presented below 
in Table 6. 



Comparisons of HIE and IIIC 
ESI Speaking and Reading-Translating Ratings 

No. of IIIE Cases No. of IIIC Cases 



FSI S -Rating 



Of 



14 



24 

3 



FSI R-Rating 



Of 



If 



2 

24 

3 



f ifj r 



6 

4 

2 

1 

0 

0 



3 

6 

1 

3 

0 

0 



Table 6 
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Table 7 lists the group means, the F-ratio based on an analy- 
sis of covariance which equates the HIE and IIIC groups on the 
MAT scores, and the level of significance of the observed differ- 
ences for all external post-test measures employed; the number of 
cases is indicated in parentheses. The analysis was carried out 

. Center Applied Linguistics Clearinghouse for Self-Instruc- 

tional Language Materials Staff. 



Tests 


Group Means 


Covariance 


Level of 


E Students 


C Students 


F-ratio 


Significance 


MEA - Lower level 
Form A 

Listening 


23.67 (12)* 


26.79 (14) 


2.23 


n.s. 


Reading 


18.75 (12) 


28.93 (ik) 


17.91 


.01 


MEA - Lower level 
Form B 

Listening 


31.00 (12) 


28.83^12) 


0 o 4 l 


n.s. 


Speaking 


63.83 (12) 


51.83 (12) 


9.88 


.01 


Reading 


31.67 ( 12 ) 


35.75 (12) 


5.11 


.05 


Writing. 


60.92 (12) 


69.83 (12) 


3.17 


(.10) 


MEA - Higher level 
Form C 

Listening 


25.67 (12) 


23.67 (15) 


O.67 


n.s. 


Speaking 


63.25 (12) 


55.00 (i 4 ) 


6.37 


.05 


Reading 


21.75 (12) 


25.07 (15) 


3.59 


(.10) 


/ Writing 


52.00 (12) 


60.53 (15) 


2.93 


(.10) 


ALPT (L) 


30.36 (11) 


31.47 (15) 


• 0.39 


n.s. 


AEtPT (R) r 


28.27 ( 11 ) 


33.47 (15) 


7.29 


• .02 


FSI (S) 


. 1 'JP 5 (10) 


1.07 (15) 


0.09 


n.s. 


FSI (R) 


1.20 (10) 


1.83 (15) 


5.45 


.05 



Table 7 
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It is difficult to reach conclusions from so small a number 



of cases. It appears that the FSI S-rating scores contradict the 
MLA.T Lower and Upper Level Speaking Tests, hut it must he kept in 
mind that the most proficient HIE students who had completed the 
course at the end: of two semesters were not available for testing. 
Also some of the IIIE students tested failed to receive credit for 



F203 and might have performed better at the end of their stay in 
MCEF. Finally, the number of IIIE cases is 50 per cent smaller 
than that of IIIC cases. 
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Notes 



Particularly, Pimsleur, Paul; Mace, Larry and Keislar, Evan, 
Preliminary Discrimination Training in the Teaching of French Pro - 
nunciation , University of California, Los Angeles, 1961 (Report ‘ 
of USOE Contract SAE 895 0) and Scherer, George A.C. and Wertheimer, 
Michael, A Psycholinguistic Experiment in Foreign Language Teach- 
ing , New York: McGraw-Hill, 1964 (Report of USOE Contract SAE 8823 

’’Extended Classroom Experimentation with Varied Sequencing of the 
Four Skills in German Instruction”). 

^Scherer and Wertheimer, Chapter 3» 

^Such a questionnaire was used by Lambert in "Measurement of 
the Linguistic Dominance of Bilinguals , " Journal of Abnormal Psy - 
chology , 50:197-200 (1955). 

%or the most comprehensive and valid attempt to date, see 
Scherer and Wertheimer. 

^The aims of our study as presented in the project plan were: 

To investigate the problems, administrative' and pedagogi- 
cal, presented by a basic FL course where the students are 
allotted the high number of contact hours (500-600) required 
for the acquisition of audio-lingual skills and where the 
individual student proceeds at his own learning rate but which: 
(1) is compatible with a liberal arts' education and allows 
the student to pursue other studies simultaneously; (2) is 
comparable to the traditional course with regard to instruction 
al costs; (3) retains personal student -instructor contact. 

£ 

°See Scherer and Wertheimer, Chapter 5« ‘ 

^Osgood, Charles E.; Suci, George; and Tanenbaum, Percy, The 
Measurement of Meaning , Urbana, Illinois; University of Illinois 
Press, 1957. * 
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^Deterline, William A., "Human Systems and Programmed Instruction," 
in Programs , Teachers and Machines . de Grazia, A. and Sohn, D. A., 1962 
(Bantam). 
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7- • Instructor "and Student Reactions 

y ' ' ' • . • . ‘ * 

7 • 1 Instructor Reactions 

The graduate associates selected to teach the MCEF display 
sessions fell into two broad categories : experienced instructors 

and neophytes. The former, because of their dissatisfaction with 
conventional teaching experience, were initially sympathetic to- 
ward the new approach. How successful these instructors were was 

I 

detei mined to a considerable extent by their degree of proficiency 

/ 

in spoken French and by the depth of their commitment to language 
teaching, particularly to that aspect of the profession which deals 
witJh the preparation of pedagogical materials and the implement- 
ation of instructional techniques. Heophytes were quite appre- 
hensive and sceptical at first. They questioned, particularly, 
the ability of the "machine 11 component of the course to impart 
good pronunciation and fluency in oral expression. All of them 
eventually became quite enthusiastic about the new approach and 
were convinced of the eventual practicality of a foreign language 
method utilizing self-instruction and freeing the student from 
conventional lockstep progress. Many of those who witnessed the 
acquisition of pronunciation accuracy superior to theirs on the 
part of a sizable group of students were ready to accept the 
"machine" as a partner. Again, the most enthusiastic neophytes 
were those who possessed initially a high degree of proficiency 
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- 0 % 

in spoken French and who' were sufficiently prepared and interested 

in matters pedagogical and linguistic to make positive contributions 
to various aspects of the project rather than merely to follow 
directives. 

All instructors were invited to comment freely on all features 
of the course during the regularly scheduled weakly meetings. They 
were also asked to prepare a brief evaluative statement that stressed 
their reaction to the new role MOEF imposed on the teacher and their 
relationship with the self -instructional component of the co ur se 
and the student. 

For most graduate associates what distinguished MOEF from French 
courses they had themselves taught or had been subjected to was the 
attempt to come directly to grips with teaching problems and to de- 
fine very honestly the nature of the classroom teacher’s contribution 
to the foreign language learning process; 

MOEF has impressed me as a step in the direction of 
sincerity in the field of elementary language instruction. 

All too often in beginning language instruction the student 
is exploited byVbeing told that he is being taught when, 
in reality, his textbook presents him with only a list of 
what he is to learn and a set of puzzles, but with next to 
no help in learning. The teacher may try, if he is sincere, 
to teach the student, but with inadequate materials and 
twenty-five students in the class, frustration is bound to 
be his lot. 

MGEF, on the other hand, tries sincerely, though im- 
perfectly, to teach the student rather than just requiring 
him to learn as best he can. 

All participating instructors soon came to realize that by elim- 
inating rote memorization and drill from the classroom, the teacher’s 
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task became at the same t.ime more interesting but more .demanding* 

In MCEF the teacher could assume that the student had acquired 
and could manipulate new linguistic patterns. He also knew that 
the student had been exposed to the authentic pronunciation and 
native fluency of a variety of recorded speakers. On' the one hand, 
he knew that his responsibilities were limited to verifying pro- 
nunciation and helping students, whose power of mimicry and phonetic 
memory were weak, to closer approximation of correct models, but 
on the other, he soon discovered that the gifted student was quick 
to notice deviations from the correct model provided by the "machine”. 

It is generally assumed that a total control of the contrastive 
material of a language and fair imitation of secondary phonic fea- 
tures are acceptable minimum prerequisites for FL teaching at the 
elementary level, and that grammatical patterns and vocabulary can 
be acquired as one goes along. Our experience with MCEF suggests, 
on the contrary, that the reverse priority of skills is required. 
Pronunciation innaccuracies on the part of display session instruct- 
ors are undesirable not because the student who has intensive ex- 
posure to native models in the language laboratory risks being.” 
•contaminated, but because they slow up the instructor’s rhythm 
of phonation. Genuine conversation requires spontaneous and rapid- 
fire reactions among interlocutors, and in this context a two-second 
silence can seem an eternity. If the instructor is to involve the 
students in some sort of conversational activity and bring them 
to "behave" the language as they speak, he must produce sentences 
at a rapid rate that demands automaticity of generation. Unless 
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the instructor has previously acquired the ability to. generate 
grammatically correct and stylistically congruent sentences and 
only these sentences — and this represents a high level of achieve- 
ment indeed — he will provide incorrect models for student analogies 
and teach Fr anglais, a language spoken unfortunately in too many 
of our French classrooms, rather than elicit the genuine French 

taught by the auto-tutor. 'While most of our instructors were con- 

* * 1 

scious — often too self-conscious — of their deficiencies at the 

level of pronunciation, they failed to realize their shortcomings 

/ 

in the higher levels of French syntax. Many commented that MCEF 
constituted an "existential” method of instruction since the teacher 
was forced to bare, his competencies --or lack of them — before his 
students and could not seek refuge behind many of the faqades con- 
ventional FL teaching affords. 

The new role of the teacher in MCEF presents, a 
challenge to the teacher to be competent and prepared 
since, if he follows the intent of the program, he cannot 
cover up his inadequacies with lengthy technical dis- 
cussions of grammar points and other things with which 
it is customary to pad out a conventional class. The 
unexpected turns of free conversation make it impossible 
for the incompetent teacher to take refuge behind a 
neatly delineated lesson plan. 

Suprisingly, it was felt that the initial stage of MCEF, the 
stage when the student must be led to converse with a small linguistic 
inventory, was the most difficult for instructors used to conventional 
teaching . . . 

Participation in MCEF as a display session instructor 
presupposes the following limitations which differentiate it 
from traditional teaching of conversational French: a thor- 

ough knowledge of the specific material that the student 



0 




acquires in the laboratory, (in traditional teaching., ‘ . 
the instructor draws at random from his experience and 
general knowledge of the subject matter.) Since the 
instructor is dealing with a limited amount of material— 
at least for the first several months— his role as 
’’teacher” is strictly delimited. The display session 
instructor does not’ teach: he is an auxiliary to a 

teaching machine j he is a manipulator and a coordinator. 
Because the role of the display session instructor is 
more clearly defined and hence more restricted than that 
qf the conventional role of the "teacher”, it is more 
difficult. Teaching MCEF is not only more difficult 
because the instructor is restricted to a small body 
of material which forces him to be more resourceful and 
imaginative, but also because the traditionally oriented 
teacher must repress and subordinate his previous role 
. as "teacher” i.e., as the prime source of information 
and authority. 

In MCEF the teacher must learn to work as a member of a team, 
the most important members^of which are the student and the self- 
instructional materials. Ee must repress the urge, as soothing as 
it may be to the ego, to play the title role. 

MCEF made me realize how much of a "ham” one tends 
to be in a traditional classroom situation (a role that 
most teachers probably enjoy), but more significantly, 
however, how much time an instructor (in a traditional 
conversational French class) wastes by doing most of the 
talking himself. MCEF has clearly demonstrated to me 
what should be obvious but which is more often than not 
disregarded by most teachers: students can only learn 

to acquire and control near-native fluency in the target 
language if they themselves communicate. MCEF has drama- 
tically shown that the display session is not a forum 
for the instructor to display his knowledge. I again 
make this point since in my own case, subordination of 
the conditioned role of "teacher" was difficult to over- 
come. In a way— perhaps because the ham actor instinct 
was not entirely repressed— I had to assume the more 
passive role of a "manipulator" of structure. The dis- 
play session instructor then acts rather like a behind- 
the-scenes politician. In this sense, the instructor, 
while controlling his students, lets them in a way 
become his mouthpiece. This more than makes up for the 
loss of ego or prestige or what-have-you that the tra- 
ditional teacher faces when he realizes that playing 
the part of the behind-the-scenes politician is far J 
more challenging that that of the front running candidate. 
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Compensation for a more reduced function comes in the form * 
of the realization that MOEF makes it really possible for the stu- 
dents to use the language. 

One of the most satisfying aspects of the MCEF 
program is that the instructor receives a ready-made 
package when his students are sent to him for a display 
session. Eis "charges" have already absorbed a certain 
amount of structure and phonology which has been taught 
by the machine, The display session then becomes a 
period not of classroom drill (which is inevitable in, 
a traditional classroom situation) but a period of real- 
conversation . Although the parallel is outrageous, a 
fellow instructor remarked that letting the machines 
do the dirty work of drill and teaching would almost 
be as good as getting a baby only after diaper service 
was no longer needed. His point is well made. Teaching 
mechanical things is sheer drudgery. Teaching conver- 
sati'on becomes enjoyable and profitable only after some 
mastery of the fundamentals has taken place. This the 
machine does in MW remarkably well. Display session 
time is left for better things than drill. 

I have never* before experienced the situation of 
near-natural conversation in a traditional class. Con- 
versation courses I have taken myself and have taught 
never went beyond the most artificial of contrivances— 
too much time had to be spent in the mastery of funda- 
mentals. In MuEF, students were able very soon to 
transform patterns that they had learned in the lab- 
oratory into correct sentences in the display sessions. 

This often resulted in highly successful verbal duels 
among the students and a feeling of real accomplishment 
on the part of student and instructor alike. Because 
of continuous conversation (and the informality of the 
display session itself) the student soon lost the initial 
self-consciousness he may have started out with. 

All instructors felt that one of the weaknesses of the program 

was the inability of the display session teacher to have a complete 

view of the course from start to finish. Because materials were 

constantly in the process of revision, it was impossible to put 

the complete course syllabus in the hands of the instructor. Students 
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soon became conditioned to think of the course objectives in terms - 
of a specific number of units which had to be completed. Often it 
provea impossible to tell the - student the number of units which had 
to be completed; and it was equally impossible to tell him how many 
units the course contained or how many could be considered to be 

equivalent to a credit -granting norm at "the end of a semester. 

• # \ 

Weaknesses of M0EIF, as it has been used so far, 
include our inability to state specific goals for the 
students in terms of how much they should expect to 
learn in a given period of time, resulting in a con- 
tinual uncertainty on their part. Uncertainties with 
regard to policy as it evolved also hampered the effect-' 
iveness of the program. These weaknesses should be 
taken care of in order to achieve Maximum effectiveness 
from the program in an operational context. 

!Ehese uncertainties resulted from the very aims of our project-* 

the "evaluation and implementation of a Multiple -Credit French course." 

Administrative policies had to be formulated with due consideration 

to the realities a large university context imposed and solutions 

which became unwieldy or unjust had to be modified. 

One of the sources of student and instructor dissatisfaction 

was the necessity of awarding grades ranging from "A" to "C" and 

the fact that two students who both received credit for a semester’s 

work might receive different grades due to the fact that one had 

assimilated more— and generally more fully— units of the material. 

S« * 

Discussion of the program leads to consideration 
of the goals. It would seem that the program’s goals 
need to be clarified and more fully explained to the 
students . s tEhere was a great deal of misunderstanding 
on the part of students about what was expected of 
them last year. Students somehow, through misunder- 
‘ standings, no doubt, thought at' the beginning of the 
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year that they were to be judged entirely on their own 
merits and their own mastery of the subject; that is, 
that a student who completely mastered 5 units, working 
at his own rate, could make the same grade as a student 
who completely mastered 10 units, provided that both 
students were working up to their own capacities. Such 
an arrangement would be ideal, but it is, unfortunately, 
not the case. Students are, in fact, compared to other 
students. In the situation mentioned, the two people 
would not make the same grade. At any rate, studdnts 
were under,' this misconception last year and it caused 
quite a lot of tension between students and display 
leaders. Many students felt that they had been deliber- 
ately misled, and display leaders were often placed on 
the defensive in an effort to clarify the goals and ex- 
plain to the students what was expected of them and what 
was meant by the term "working at one's own rate." This 
was difficult to do since the goals were not always clear, 
even to the display leaders. Moreover, the leader's lack 
of certainty tended to cause a breakdown in the students 1 
confidence in the leader) such confidence is one of the 
essential elements of the display sessions. Nothing is 
more disconcerting to a student, whether "good" or "bad", 
than feeling that the teacher is only vaguely aware of 
classes' goals and future material and program. 

Some instructors who considered that the function of an exam- 
ination was to evaluate how much of the material presented in class 
can be regurgitated by the student, and that, in turn, one of the 
duties of the instructor was to "cram" the student for examinations, 
stated that the use of external tests not being made available to 
the teacher prior to administration constituted a weakness of MCEF. 

Various rotation schemes were attempted to give students the 
opportunity of contact with a variety of instructors: native speakers 

and American born, neophytes and instructors with previous teaching 
experience, instructors with a definite commitment to audiolingual 
orientation or the use of programmed instruction and others who 
were neutral or a bit sceptical. Seldom did the same Display Session 
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group remain unchanged throughout a complete semester and' .come 
in contact with only one instructor. Opinions were mixed on the 
part of display session instructors in regard to the optimum 
rotation scheme . Most instructors felt that to restrict instructor 
rotation would minimize insecurity on the part of the student, 
but all agreed that to return to the conventional scheme .of one 
course-one instructor would seriously limit the student’s ability 
to transfer skills acquired in the artificial classroom environ- 
ment to the natural communication situation where he would be con- 
fronted with individual speech patterns that differed considerably 
from those of his display session instructor. 

Perhaps it would be a further advantage to the 
students if display leaders could rotate classes 
rather than remain with the same one -.throughout the 
semester. During staff meetings it was learned that 
all leaders used more or less the same techniques, 
but each leader probably favors certain techniques 
above others. Rotation would insure students against 
becoming used to the speech habits or teaching techni- 
ques, topics and methods of approach of one person. 

We feel quite Justified in concluding that the reaction of 
the human component of MOEF was unquestionably positive and that 
any fairly competent and Conscious teacher can very quickly learn 
to modify his conception of his role to make room for the teach- 
ing machine. Freed from rigid course schedules and relieved from 
tasks that taped native models, machines and specialists in the 
preparation of materials can do more effectively, our teaching 

associates felt more confident and self-reliant than in their 

% 

previous traditional role as sole master of a class, even though 
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they were subjected to constant observation and constructive criti- 
cism. More important still, they derived greater satisfaction from 
the more effective audiolingual training the course permits and the 
more personal teacher-student relationship of the display session. 
There could be no greater tribute than that, paid by instructor D, 
considered the outstanding teaching associate in the traditional 
program prior to her volunteering for the Multiple Credit program. 
When offered a part-time teaching position in a renown women's 
college, she refused because: "I wouldn't want to teach French 

except the Multiple Credit way!” 

7 *2 Student Reactions 

Student reactions were elicited formally by inviting E students 
to comment on various aspects of the course (materials, language 
laboratory, display sessions, individual rate of progress, etc.) 
upon completion of the program. The group was also invited 
to comment specifically on the SEF programmed course at the end 
of F102. Only about half of the students in the group answered 
the questionnaire with care ; the others were content with such 
brief comments as "O.K.", "fine”, etc. Many of the responses 
offered constructive criticism and, in no instance^ did any student 
react in a negative way to all aspects of the course. At the be- 
ginning of the experiment some dissatisfied students complained 
directly to the Department of French and Italian, administrative 
officers but these reactions were never communicated to members 
of the MCEF staff except in the form: "students are complaining," 



a lot of students say they’re not learning to read/' "according 
to the students the course is disorganized/' etc. Here, it should 
be pointed out that the department does not have a for mal channel 
for sounding out student opinion of its own program of courses. It 
is, therefore, impossible to judge whether C students, if given 
the opportunity, would have regarded the conventional elementary 
sequence more or less favorably than did E students with regard 
to MCEEV Some students also voiced disapproval or strong endorse- 
ment of MCEF directly to the College of Arts and Sciences adminis- 
trative officers but the exact nature of these comments nor the 
ratio of negative to positive reactions were never communicated 
formally to the MCEF staff. 

It was initially feared that MCEF, differing as it did from 
the conventional approach in several ways, would meet severe re- 
sistance and dissatisfaction on the part of the E students. It 
was hoped, however, that the .possibility to work at an individual 
rate, with the advantages it offers to both the more gifted and 
the slow students, would offset the anxiety and suspicion that 
radical, instructional innovations evoke in students. Hie problem 
was compounded by the fact that MCEF involved only a small fraction 
of the students enrolled in the first three semesters of French 
and that quite naturally E students might resent their being selected 
as "guinea pigs" for something new and untried. It must be kept in 
mind that experimentation with instructional procedures is quite 
rare in the teaching of foreign languages at the college level. 
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Generally * experimentation has involved the entire population of 

a language course or even an institution’s total foreign language 

teaching program* so that there was only an E group and no corres- 

0 

ponding control group. in other instances* the entire population 

% 

of a language course or program participated in an experiment as 
either the E or the C group. 9 Of considerable importance in the 
evaluation of student reactions is the fact that the dep ar tment 
administratively responsible for both E and C courses considered 
the experiment a threat to the structure of elementary and inter- 
mediate courses and was inclined to magnify student dissatisfaction 
rather than to seek means to prevent it or reduce it when it mani- 
fested itself. 

7*21 Audiolingual Emphasis 

The major proble.m was the fundamental incompatibility between 
MCEF s emphasis on audiolingual proficiency and the department’s 
covert primary objective of reading proficiency defined rather 
nebulously as the "ability to read the French . literary masters 
in the original by the beginning of the third semester." The 
FI 01 -FI 02 course description does mention that considerable stress 
is placed on audiolingual skills * but final examinations do not 
contain any direct test of spoken proficiency. Students who com- 
pleted MCEF .were required to take a three semester '-hour reading course 
to complete the language requirement. In this course audiolingual 
proficiency was not generally recognized and E students were handi- 
capped vis-a-vis students who had been enrolled in the conventional 
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elementary courses. In addition to a sudden shift of emphasis, 

E students had to adjust to lockstep teaching and a different 
system of grade and credit award . Predictably, E students were 
deeply concerned about the lack of training in reading in the 
early stages of MCEF and rightfully felt that they were being 
treated unfairly . 

7*22 Individual Rate of Progress 

The ability of each student to progress at his own pace, 
rather than being locked to that of the average student was clearly 
the feature of MCEF that appealed most to participating students, 
particularly the slower ones. In fact, the more gifted students 
tended to benefit even more from this feature since it saved them 
time as well as money. 

I like the way we are learning French. I think 
it is much easier to be able to learn at your own rate. 

I thihk that the way we are learning French in the 
lab is better than in an ordinary French class because 
the material is not being rushed on you. You can go at 
your own speed and I think this gives you a chance to 
learn things better. 

You have more individual attention; when you are 
in a large group you might not pick up things as fast 
as others. 

7*23 Lack of Specific Goals 

The flexibility of course structure introduced by freeing 
individual students from dependence on a course outline was felt 
by many to have one disturbing side effect. Participating students 
felt that they were cast adrift and that the course instructors 




and administrators failed to supply needed direction and orientation. 
Eiis feeling was shared by some of the display session instructors 

and is best rendered by the following citation from an E 2 student T s 
final report . 

I feel like 1 and others have failed to learn in 
this course for the simple reason that 'the course never 
set up definite goals or a definite program of what the 
course was to do. I believe that, in essence, this is 
a good course.. I like the method and had I learned more 
I would say this course was a success. . .Lack of definite 
goals by you left me with a lack of a definite goal. 

Several factors contributed to this feeling of insecurity experienced 

not only by mediocre but by some good students as well. 

First, the materials prepared in conjunction with MCEF differed 

"s 

strikingly from textbooks and syllabi students used in previous 
foreign language courses or other college subjects. All of the 
various programs tried out with MCEF contained neither tables of 
contents, vocabularies, nor grammatical appendices and students 
were disoriented by the obvious lack of precise, though often illu- 
sory, road markers of linguistic progress. Second, at no time was 
a complete three-semester sequence of materials completely ready 
when a new E group enrolled. It was impossible for the members of 
the staff to answer the most frequent question students posed: 

M How many units of the material must we complete in order to re- 
ceive full credit for the course ?" Third, the fundamental premise 
of MCEF, namely, that students be permitted to progress at an indivi- 
dual rate, made it impossible to publish class schedules and to force 



students to adhere to them. In the last semester of the E^ run. 



we devised a procedure that seemed to satisfy the students’ need 
for some direction and control, without at the same time conflicting 
with uhe educational philosophy of MCEF. Students were issued a 
Progression Chart which listed the units of the materials contained 
in the complete three -semester course. They were asked to fill in 
the dates at which they realistically expected to complete a given 
unit of material. The Progression Chart was then submitted bo 
the course supervisor and display session instructors were required 
to check periodically on student progress. If a student violated, 
as it were, the contract he had freely entered into, he was scolded 
by the course supervisor and pressure was put on him to make up 
lost ground. This procedure promises to be particularly effective 
for students tfho have high linguistic aptitude but who seem incapable 
of prolonged effort or independent study. 

7 .24 Credit b.v Examination 

Perhaps the most demoralizing factor in the implementation of 
MCEF was the determination of semester final grades and credits award 
on the basis of performance on external objective examinations 
rather than an examination based on course syllabi and content. 

As expressed by an Eg student: 

My major objection to the program is that we are 
not tested on what we have learned. It is like taking 
a final exam in Greek History. If standard tests are 
to be given to see how we compare with conventional 
classes, this is fine. But when given this exam as a 
test of what we have learned, it is definitely incongru- 
ous. Tests for grades should be given over the material 
covered-- [they should not be prepared by] someone who 
doesn’t ^ven know what we’ve had l 



The student is objecting primarily to the reading and writing 
sections of the MLA Lower B battery which features examination 
procedures not familiar to E students and which, at that stage 
of MCEF, deal with tasks that have just been introduced. This 
comment also demonstrates vividly how thoroughly conventional 
courses condition the student to the memorization of a finite 
body of knowledge which is to be regurgitated at the end of the 
instructional period. 

7*25 Language Laboratory 

Students agreed universally that the numerous malfunctions 
of the language laboratory equipment were frustrating and time 
consuming. The following comment summarizes the feeling of all 
students (and instructional staff). 

The machines and the trouble they caused were the 
most outstanding drawback of the program. The machines 
would often make the best study intentions seem useless. 

Since students spend a minimum of five periods and generally 

I 

a total, of eight hours a week v/orking in the language laboratory, 

• * 

the lack of a language laboratory and electro-mechanical devices 
suited to a course featuring heavy emphasis on audiolingual skills 
and self-instruction no doubt constituted the weakest part of the 
program and seriously reduced student learning and enthusiasm. 

The recordings used in MCEF were produced under distinctly 
non-professional conditions. But given the fact that the fidelity 
of the system was below recognized standards, the infelicities of 
recording did not prove annoying to the students except when dis- 
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crepancies between the recorded program and the student workbooks 

s 

were inadvertently introduced. 

7*26 Materials 

As the group was exposed to the most formally programmed 
set of materials, we shall orient our discussion primarily to 
comments on the SEP programmed set of twenty-two units. 

The student comments express, generally, mild enthusiasm 
for the dialogues that both precede and end each SEP unit. Some 
found that the dialogues introduced too many lexical items which 
had not previously been taught, but most thought that dialogues 
were comprehensible upon the first presentation and yet challenging, 
precisely because they required the listener to make educated 
guesses. With regard to pedagogical progression of the material, 
comments were varied and not always specific. Several students 
commented that at times the progression of the presentation was 
entirely too slow (no examples were given) although they acknow- 
ledged the necessity of repetition. Five of the students expressed 
dissatisfaction with the slow rate at which vocabulary items were 
presented. These students felt that at the end of unit 22, a more 
extensive vocabulary should have been acquired, Two or three 
students commented that they would have preferred an earlier intro- 
duction of the negative form. A few students felt that they should 
have been exposed to more than "two tenses". (This is only true 
if by "tenBe" is meant a morphological paradigm. The two sets 
presented were the present and imperfect indicative. But other 
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means to express verbal modalities were taught: the passe compose 

and a variety of infinitive modal phrases, including the aller + 
infinitive phrase. ) Generally, the student reaction was favorable. 
One student seems to have summed up what we believe most of the 
others expressed in varying degrees: 

I felt that the speed at which one could cover the * 
material was greatly increased due to the logical placement 
of the introduced material along with that which we had al- 
ready covered. 

Almost without exception, the students commented favorably on 
the questions on the dialogues. Most of the students considered 
the questions as a test or reference point. While the questions 
were easy, they provided a conversation in context which seemed 
to provide considerable motivation. One student had this to say: 

These (questions on the dialogue) proved very 
helpful to me. Not only did they aid in the under- 
standing of the dialogue and the materials covered, they 
developed more of a "thinking- on-your -feet" attitude. The 
student had no idea of what the next question would be— 
often on the ’tapes you can easily guess at the general 
content of the next question. This made the student learn 
the words instead of just parroting them. 

Students felt that narrative passages used for comprehension 
practice were very helpful and that they should have been expanded. 
Some comments suggest that the programming of new vocabulary items 
left much to be desired and that the subject matter lacked zest and 
interest. 

I think this (the comprehension) could be improved. 

Too many new words for one reason. The whole base of 
the context is something we’ve never heard before and 
makes it difficult to gain anything. If the context would 
contain half or one -third new vocabulary, it would be 
better. . .In an expanded form, it (the comprehension) 
could be used very well to increase at least passive 
vocabulary and enliven the subject matter. 







It was also felt that dialogue and narrative material should be 
. better integrated with display session practice. 

The comprehension is one of the best and most 
helpful parts of the material but in a way we let 
i it go to waste because we never used the vocabulary. 

I I think we should make active use of it in the dis- 

i ploy sessions by just using it in everyday conver- 

sation or by retelling the story of the comprehension 
. in our own words. 

i ' 

No unfavorable comments were made with regard to the withholding 
/ of the conventional spelling until Unit 5, but several students re- 

ported that to finally see the spelling of words they had learned 
was a welcome surprise. 

More troublesome were inadequate dosage of learning steps and 
^ the inadequate control of some of the linguistic behaviors presented. 

All students noticed that with Unit 11 the program shifted dis- 
tinctly toward the introduction of a greater number of structures 
and vocabulary items. The length of units doubled and trebled and 
students commented that units sometimes seemed interminable. Students 
were quick to note uncontrolled morphemic alternants, a particular 
problem in French where much of the morphophonemic variation is det- 
ermined by style shift. Students quite naturally came to believe 
that the form first presented was the only correct one and were dis- 
turbed by shifts from, say, /zee ve/ to /zoe ve/ ( ,je vais ) or, worse 
still, from /zoe ve/ to /zve/ or /il et a la plaz / (il est a la 
Plage ) versus /il e 6 sinema/ (il est au cinema ). 

Comments on the Second Level Units and the graded readers were 
of a more informal nature. The dialogue and narrative materials 
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presented in the Second Level Units were considered more inter- 
esting and useful than those of SEP, although, on the other hand, 
the presentation of grammatical structure through pattern drills 
was felt to result in boredom and lack of concentration. 
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"^or instance, the Cornell University Division of Modern 
Languages program described in J Milton Cowan, "The Cornell Plan 
of Language Teaching," Hispania 30:57-60 (1947); also Hispanic 
32:27-34 ( 1949)* Modern Language Journal 34:593-603 (1950) and 

PMLA 47:38-46 (October, 1952). 

2 

Particularly , the University of Colorado German Experiment, 
see Scherer and Wertheimer. 
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8. Administrative Reactions 

The modifications in administrative procedures that-MCEF en- 
tailed were expected to affect the University at three levels: 
the system of grade and credit award, the registration procedures, 
and the structure of elementary language instruction. 

8.1 Grade and Credit Award 

MCEF freed students from conventional lockstep progress by 
making more liberal use of two administrative devices already in 
use, the granting of the grade of “I" (incomplete) to students 
who had failed to meet semester-final norms and of additio na l credit 
by special examination to students who demonstrated mastery of the 
content of the next semester’s portion of the course, i.e., of 
the content of F102 for students completing the first semester of 
the course or of F203 for students completing the second semester 
of the course. Credit by examination requires the payment of a 
standard fee of five dollars rather than tuition fees proportional 
to the number of semester credits earned , and in this way overachievers 
were doubly rewarded. Of course, the liberalization of credit award 
by special examination results in a loss of revenue to the univer- 
sity, but this loss is offset by economies in instructional staff 
and classroom space resulting from overachievement . We have seen 
in 6.2 that 11 of the total E students completed MCEF in two semesters. 

The liberalization of the award of the grade of ”1” and con- 
comitant deferment of award of semester credits did present one 
serious problem. At Indiana University undergraduate students must 
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generally carry a minimum course load totalling fifteen semester 
credits; furthermore, students who carry fewer than twelve hours 
are not considered full-time students and lose the right to space 
m University dormitories— a very serious penalty indeed since suit- 
able off-campus space is quite scarce and much mor.e expensive and 
less desirable than University-owned accommodations. MCEF students 
wno received the grade of "I" in F101 ana F102 were not affected by 
this rule since they could enroll in the next-higher portion of 
MCEF on the reasonable expectancy of removing the "I" in the course 
of ohe semester and of then beginning work at the F102 or F203 
level. But students who received an "I” in F203 were faced with 
two equally unpleasant alternatives: to move out of the dormitories 

if they elected to carry a normal real load of fifteen semester 

i 

credits (five of which were for the E203 in progress) or to carry 
a heavy load of at least seventeen semester credit hours. The 
problem was solved in an ad hoc fashion. Individual students who 
faced this drastic choice were given a memorandum which stated that, 
although they had enrolled for fewer than twelve semester credits, 
they were to be considered full-time students because they were, 
m addition, committed to a course yielding five semester credits; 
in other words, the Incompletes they had received differed strikingly 
from the regular "I” in that it did not signify failure to meet all 
course requirements, but the completion of course requirements at 
a slower rate. 
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8.2 Registration Procedures 

At Indiana University , as in most other large state universities , 
enrollment in beginning and elementary language courses is very high 
and multiple sections must be scheduled. For instance, there ar e 
up to thirty conventional F101 sections available for the Fall sem- 
ester and nearly that many for second and third semester courses. 
Assignment to individual sections is quite random, except for a small 
number of sections reserved for "Special "r.students, students, who on 
the basis of their high school and aptitude test scores, can be pre- 
dicted to perform well. In the past, students reported to the 
University Fieldhouse for registration in courses and drew section 
assignments on the basis of the laws of chance, their preference 
for individual instructors and scheduled hours of instruction, and 
a good de&l of patience and knowledge of the registration "game*" 
Starting with the Fall of 1 965 registration will be effected through 
computerized procedures and all non random factors will probably 
be eliminated. Note, however, that for students who have begun 
elementary instruction in French at Indiana University, the same 
fairly random assignment to sections is repeated in the second, 
third, etc. course registration. Since instructors and adminis- 
trative officers cannot absolutely predict in advance which students 
will fail a course and will need to re-enroll in it, advance con- 
stitution of class rolls on the basis of previous performance or 
other factors deemed significant in assigning students to one of 
several available sections is not possible. Nor, is individualized 
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assignment to sections deemed desirable since, except for "Special" 
students; many of whom prove to have no special talent for language 
learning anyway, there is no attempt to break the lockstep and modify 
the teaching program on the basis of student attitude, aptitude or 
previous background. This system of assignment to sections in 
courses where multiple sections provide a framework for more indivi- 
dualized instruction does nothing to allay the multiuniversity 
student’s feeling that he is just another IBM card number. 

Since MCEF is considered a single course .rather than a series 
of courses, assignment to Display Session group from one semester 
to the next is determined by past performance and relative level 
of proficiency, except in cases where scheduling conflicts with 
single section courses arise . In several instances the same group 
of students remained together during the length of their three - 
semester stay in MOTIF. Assignment to a section no longer is a 
random task to be performed by non -teaching personnel; on the con- 
trary, it becomes an integral part of the teacher's responsability. 
Not only does this very distinct feature of MCEF render the teaching 
environment less impersonal but it also makes possible a more ra- 
tional use of teaching personnel. It seems a universally observed 
fact that it is the skilled teacher who is most effective with 
both well motivated and gifted students and what we might best 
term the academically undistinguished students. Advance assignment 
to section would allow the Department to better fit the instructor 



to the student. 
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Parenthetically, it might be pointed out that the most adverse 
reactions from the higher levels of University Administration re- 
sulted from the initial registration of Experimental groups. It 
was objected' that the institution of MOEF resulted in delays and 
confusion in the registration of students for French courses, relays 
in assignments to French sections in turn resulted in uneven flow 
of students at other departmental desks. But these difficulties 
did not result from inherent features of MW. As was pointed out 
in 6.311, a truly random assignment of students to E or C groups 
was made impossible by the Department of French and Italian* s in- 
sistance that MCEF be explained in detail to any prospective enrollee. 
It was inevitable that delays in registration result. If MCEF, or 
some adapted version of it were employed generally these difficulties 
would not arise, nor need they have arisen at Indiana university 
if the Department and the Administration had not viewed the MCEF : 
trials with some suspicion. 

8.3 Structure, and Objectives of Foreign Language Instruction 

MCEF was attempted within the administrative work of a foreign 
language department typical of most large state universities. The 

* ,M 

department considers that its primary function is the teaching of 
French literature and that its students should be initiated to texts 
of significant literary value as soon as possible. Introduction to 
the literature of a foreign people provides some insight into its 
culture and is unquestionably an integral part of a liberal edu- 
cation. But this goal can be achieved only if the student has euffi- 
cent linguistic proficiency to rdad foreign language texts with 



meaning, pleasure and profit. If literary texts are presented 
before the student is linguistically ready, he will be able to 
appreciate literary quality and learn about the foreign culture 
only through explanations in English, or else the deciphering of 

literacy texts will become a rather inefficientmmeans of acquiring 
language skills. 

In most foreign language departments, there is, on the other 
hand, a growing awareness of the new role of foreign langu ag e in- 
struction in today's world: training students in cross-cultural 

communication. This objective can be reached only if the student 
has the opportunity to understand the spoken language and to speak 
it with some degree of accuracy and fluency. These two objectives 
are not antithetical but if both are to be achieved it will be 
necessary: 

to require that all students demonstrate the ability to 
understand, speak, read, and write the language sufficiently 
well to permit *fcheir uninhibited participation in classes 
conducted entirely in the foreign language and devoted ex- 
clusively to questions of content, m student lacking this 
functional control” of the language should be permitted 
to enter any content course. 1 ^ 

One oi the basic premises of MCEE 1 is that beginning students 
will differ with regard to the length of time required to acquire 
a basi c proficiency in an FL—ds defined in the above quotation— 
andlithat it is the responsibility of a foreign language dep ar tment 
to make it possible for all types of students— the gifted as well 
as the average, the well -prepared as well as the culturally deprived 
to attain basic proficiency in the most rapid way possible and with- 
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out falling by the wayside. Traditionally, it was assumed that 

one year of study of a foreign language was sufficient to attain 

this mastery. No doubt this was possible for some students-- 

though hardly if their contact was limited to three ho ur s weekly 

for thirty weeks in groups of twenty to thirty— but most learners 

/ 

will need considerably more time. Such a course as MCEF attempts 
precisely to provide a course structure that will allow all types 
of students to attain basic proficiency in a period of time com- 
mensurate with their background, attitude, and aptitude. 

A major source of administrative conflict at the departmental, 
level was MCEF's delay of emphasis on reading and its stress on 
speaking proficiency, including accuracy of pronunciation. The 
Department feared that upon completion of MOHS’, experimental 
students would not be prepared to read literary texts and it felt 
that for them to devote fifteen of the eighteen required semester 
hours to extensive drill in the manipulation of structures and 
intensive training in pronunciation was a waste of precious time. 
The Department seemed to take the attitude, if we may be allowed 
to paraphrase, "We don't really care how well they can speak, but 
can they read?” 

This administrative conflict resulted not from an inherent 
feature of MCEF but the unclarity and vagueness with which foreign 
language departments specify course objectives. In devising the 
structure and formulating the objectives of MCEF we took at face 
value the University catalogue description of conventional F101- 
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*102 and F201-F202 which states that these courses provide extensive 
* training in audiolingual skills. The statement is supported, it 

might be added, by the scheduling of two periods of language lab- 
oratory practice weekly for F101-F102 students. The fact that 
1 the final examinations for all these courses do not contain a formal, 

- objective test of speaking proficiency— nor does the examination 

which places students with previous study of French in these courses- 
t led us to suspect that desired student terminal -behavior cannot 

very well be inferred from course descriptions. However, since 
audiolingual skills are least amenable to self-instruction it was 
felt that more significantuand generalizable conclusions could be 
L inferred from the MCE3F trials if we adhered to an uncompromising 

emphasis on audiolingual skills, even to the detriment of reading 
proficiency. 

Since MOEF students were required to enroll in one conventional 
reading oriented course before completing the language require- 
ment, our emphasis of audiolingual skills and the resulting neglect 
of reading entailed the calculated risk of adverse reaction on the 
part of MCEF graduates who might find themselves ill prepared for 
courses which emphasized reading-translation. This problem was 
anticipated by the Departments administrative officers who in fact 
announced in the Fall of 1962 (while most students of the IE group 
was progressing through F203) that unless we could demonstrate that 
E students demonstrated sufficient level of reading proficiency 
”we shall have to recommend to students enrolling in French F101 
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for the Fall 19^3 semester that they not register for the experi- 
mental course"- It was finally agreed that the ^Department * s place- 
ment examination would constitute a test of reading proficiency 
acceptable to departmental administrative officers. MCEF students 
■were to demonstrate that on the average they could attain scores 
permitting placement in F211, the conventional second year reading 
course. Although this stipulation constituted a, f *:gross violation 
"of the original research contract proposal and was hardly consonant 5 
with objective rese'arch we acquiesced in the interest of "cooper- 
ation". The first group of MCEF students did meet norms for 
placement in F211 and were considered to be at least minimally 
proficient in reading. 

Nonetheless some dislocation problems did result, but these 
may be attributed not to the fact that MCEF students had not achieved 
reading proficiency equal to those of students enrolled in comparable 
conventional French courses (which as stated in 6. 3 was indeed the 
case) but the inherent incompatibility of MCEF and conventional 
teaching principles. Whether or not enrollment in MCEF by itself 
adversely affected subsequent work in conventional French reading 
courses (or, inversely, whether it led to better performance in 
advanced conversation oriented courses) cannot be determined be- 
cause of the multitude of factors involved, the heterogeneity of 
teaching practices exhibited in intermediate and advanced courses, 
and the small proportion of students beginning the study of French 
at Indiana University who eventually complete the language require- 
ment and enroll in advanced courses (see 6.1). 
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Another major area of conflict was the long-range implications 
of MCEF in the function of live teachers and the use of graduate 
student teaching associates who constitute the main source of in- 
structional personnel for elementary and intermediate courses. Since 
MCEF rested on the concept of the language laboratory as a teaching 
machine and the redefinition of the role of the live teacher in FL 
learning, it was felt that it endangered the department ’ s graduate 
program in French literature. Foreign languages have fared badly 
vis-a-vis the biological, physical and social sciences in attracting 
government and foundation fellowship support and teaching assistant- 
ships provide the means of financial support for the great majority 
of graduate students. It is not surprising that any program which 
assigns many of the tasks formerly assumed by teachers to machines 
should be viewed as leading to the reduction of the teaching staff 
of elementary courses composed primarily of graduate assistants. 
Increased fellowship support in the humanities would no doubt 
alleviate these fears and would help to eradicate what has become 
a serious confusion between' language learning and teaching on the 
one hand and training for scholarly research in literature, linguis- 
tics or philology on the other. MCEF, unlike all other experimental 
language courses which make extensive use of programmed self -instruc- 
tional materials (for example, Rand W. Morton’s experimentation at 
Lindenwood College, Missouri), did not purport to reduce signifi- 
cantly instructional staff needs. The live teacher was not to be 
replaced by the language -lab oratory-as-a-teaching machine, rather 
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his function was to be redefined. It does , however, present some 

threat to the established system in that it suggests that at least 

% 

some of the inexperienced neophytes or the instructors whose pro- 
ficiency in spoken French leaves much to be desired, are incapable 
of assuming the new teaching role which the use of the language - 
laboratory-as-a-teaching machine forces upon them. 

Another source of tension stemmed from the reluctance of FL 
departments to engage in instructional research. What passes for 
research in this field is more likely to be the trial of a new 
procedure conducted without any attempt at rigorous control and 
collection of data. As a result, there is little opportunity for 
the "spin-out" of new approaches, that is, the testing of a new 
approach with only part of a population and its extension,, if 
successful, to the entire group. As a result, new methods are 
instituted not after demonstrated effectiveness and superiority 
in terms of stated goals and variables but through forceful asser- 
tion and in the wake of external events that are often unrelated 
to the methodological innovation. For this reason the department 
was unduly concerned by some of the minor dislocations and ad- 
ministrative problems caused by the more complex structure of 
MGEF, more, complex, it might be added, only because it differed 
from the old and familiar. 

MCEF in fact requires more complex administrative procedures 
than the equivalent conventional courses. Wot only must students 
be assigned randomly to from four to five times as many sections 



(since a conventional class of twenty students would need to be 
divided into four Display Sessions) at the beginning of the first 
semester but the composition of Display Sessions must be modified 
on the basis of student progress so that each group remains homo- 
geneous. But once Display Session groupings are organized in 
the course of the first semester they tend to remain fairly stable 
and there is no need for the obligatory reshuffling and rescheduling 
at the beginning of each new semester that characterize conventional 
courses. Such reshuffling of Display Sessions at the beginning 
of a new semester as did occur was determined by scheduling con- 
flicts with other courses rather than internal factors. Language 
laboratory activities need to be carefully programmed and required 
more attention than the language laboratory sessions attended by 
conventional F101-F102 sections? the equipment is used more in- 
tensively and in more varied ways with resultant heavy rate of 
malfunction^ But in the long run the implementation of MCEF's 
teaching components per se (as opposed to administrative matters 
concerned with the evaluation and reporting required by the re- 
search contract) would not seem to entail administrative procedures 
more complex or time consuming than those connected with the con- 
ventional program* nor would they require additional staff involve- 
ment. 

Most of the administrative complications reported by the 
administrative officers of the Department of French and Italian 
and the higher echelon of University Administration were due to 



evaluation and reporting requirements of the research contract 
(scheduling of examinations to control groups, collection of statis- 
tical data, etc.)* As was pointed out in 7.2 administrative officers 
reported that some students had requested interviews to express 
their dissatisfaction with MCEF but no effort was made to indi- 
cate whether the institution of MCEF resulted in a significant 
increase in unelicited complaints about elementary and intermediate 
French courses. Nor is it at all clear that whether most complaints 
were unelicited or whether they had been occasioned by requests to 
comment on the course. 
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9* Evaluation and Recommendations 



9*1 Factors Considered 



It will be recalled that the purpose of this study, as its 
title indicates (The Implementation and Evaluation of a Multiple- 
Credit Self -Instructional Elementary French Course), was to investi- 
gate the problems that the adoption of a foreign language course 
featuring intensive contact and permitting students to progress at 
optimum individual pace would present at the college and univer- 
sity level. Although the experimental course was tried out in a 
large state university we are confident that our conclusions apply 
to the small liberal arts colleges. In fact, adaptations of MCEF 



were indeed tried out in two colleges differing considerably from 
each other with regard to student enrollment, resources, and aca- 
demic and administrative policies: Concordia College, Minnesota 

and Culver-Stockton, Missouri. Not too surprisingly perhaps, it 
was discovered that the trial of MCEF in these smaller institutions 
encountered fewer administrative problems than at Indiana University. 

In evaluating the results presented in Chapter 6, it would 



not be amiss to quote here the description of the aims of the 



study as presented in the original proposal: 

'To investigate the problems, administrative and pedagogical, 
presented by a basic FL course where the students are allot- 
ted the high number of contact hours (500-600) required for 
the acquisition of audio-lingual skills and where the indi- 
vidual student proceeds at his own learning rate but which: 
(1) is compatible with a liberal arts education and allows 
the student to pursue other studies simultaneously; (2) 
is comparable to the traditional course with regard to in- 
structional costs; (3) retains personal student-instructor 
contact." 



In order to show that a partially self -instructional course 
like MCEF was consonant with the administrative and pedagogical 
policies o± a college of university it was necessary to present 
convincing evidence that: (l) the course would not meet serious 

student resistance and would not show a drop out rate significantly 
higher than comparable conventional courses* (2) overall proficiency 
would noo be adversely affected* i.e.* the proficiency of E stu- 
dents in the four* basic FL skills (listening comprehension* speaking 
reading and writing ). would not be significantly lower than that of 
students enrolled in conventional courses; (3) instructional costs 
and staff needs would not increase appreciably* (4) administrative 
modifications required by the course would not be incompatible with 
administrative practices or academic regulations; (5) instructor 
morale would not be adversely affected. We shall discuss these 
factors in the light of results obtained* evaluate the various 
components of MCEF* and proceed to propose a modified version of 
MCEF which would better solve some of the problems encountered 
and yield greater pedagogical efficiency. 

9.2 Student Drop Out and Dissatisfaction 

The data presented in 6.1 (pp. 159-161) lead one to the very 
conservative claim that MCEF did not have any adverse effect on 
student retention. It could be advanced that the favorable re- 
tention rate achieved by MCEF was due to the fact that E students 
were not permitted to switch to conventional courses. This was 
indeed true for IE students but members of the IIE and HIE groups 
were permitted and /iparticularly in the case of the HIE group 
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in which more students had enrolled than could be accomodated, 
encouraged to drop out during the first four weeks of the course. 
And it may be of some significance that the retention rate for 
the IIE and the THE groups is higher at all points. Because of 
the differences in the nature of the materials used and in the 
order of introduction of the basic skills, especially the delayed 
introduction of reading in MCEF, it was difficult for students 
to transfer from the conventional courses to MCEF or vice-versa. 

Wo doubt this factor forced some dissatisfied E students to resign 
themselves to the course j on the other hand, it prevented the 
admission to MCEF of students who had become dissatisfied with 
the conventional program or who were particularly attracted by 
the audio-lingual emphasis of MCEF or the possibility it offered 
to complete elementary and intermediate work in a shorter period 
of time. A total of thin students assigned to F101 on the basis 
of the departmental placement tesu and who were eager to acquire 
a spoken command of French were permitted to "volunteer" for MCEF. 
Of these, six completed the course in two semesters. Test scores 
for these students were not included in our data, however, to 
eliminate another possible contaminating factor. 

Mich of the student dissatisfaction encountered by MCEF may 
be attributed to the improvisation that perforce characterized 
a course whose administrative framework, materials, and teaching 
techniques were constantly in the process of modification (see 
Ch. 7)* Students who have been accustomed to receiving on the 
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first day of a course a textbook which, contains all the material 
that they will be expected to "learn" are profoundly disturbed 
when the material is distributed to them in installments. 

The greatest source of dissatisfaction was the misunderstanding 
which arose in regard to the interpretation -of "working through 
the course at one T s optimum rate". Since grades had to be awarded 
it proved impossible to avoid comparing students with regard to 
each other and it was inevitable that less gifted but assiduous 
students feel somewhat cheated when they received grades lower 
than "A" or "E". Certainly MCEF results clearly refute the claim 
made by most programmers that given sufficient time and a carefully 
constructed program a student can master any body of knowledge or 
sets of skills. There is no doubt that this claim could be shown 
to hold in those areas and aspects of FL learning involving the 
memorization of facts and the acquisition of a finite body of 
facts: learning grammatical rules,, providing English equivalents 

for a stated number of FL words or sentences. But our* experience 
and that of other FL programmers suggest that, for reasons we are 
yet unable to understand fully, a sizeable proportion of college 
language students seem unable to acquire an accurate pronunciation 
and a significant level of audiolingual proficiency, at least in 
the academic setting and with materials , electro-mechanical devices 
and techniques deve3.opped to date. We discovered that, except 
when they were forced to withdraw temporarily from academic work 
due to illness or some other unexpected crisis, students who failed 




T 



u 



in 



u 



i 






LJ 






n 



u 



n 

: 



u 



^1 



o 

ERIC 



239. 



to attain minimum terminal proficiency at the end of four semesters 
would seldom attain it even were they granted one or more additional 
semesters. Albeit reluctantly, we must conclude that language learn- 
ing "in the New Key" is not simply a matter of assiduity but that 
for a student to attain a useful level of proficiency in audio-lingual - 
skills he must be endowed with a minimum of language aptitude and 
a certain attitudinal ana motivational set. Our difficulties are 



compounded by the fact that initial measures readily available to 

ohe FL teacher at the beginning of a course (high school grades, 

IQ, previous experience in FL learning. Modern Language Aptitude 

« 

Test scores) do not seem to provide, whether singly or jointly, 
a reliable index of success in a FL course.’ 1 ' It is hoped that in- 
struments designed to gauge motivation and reveal attitudes currently 
being developed will single out the "unteachables" and that ways 

of developing student motivation and modifying wrong attitudes 
will be found. ^ 



9*3 Learning and Programmed Materials 

Although it was demonstrated that MCSF had no adverse effect 
on the acquisition of overall proficiency and nearly 10$ of the 
students who enrolled initially completed the course in fewer than 
the normal three semesters, -we are somewhat disappointed that 
MW did not produce proficiency in the audiolingual skills sup- 
erior to and proficiency in reading and writing at least equal 
to’ that attained by students enrolled in the conventional program* 
and that there were not twice as many over-achievers. We shall 
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discuss below some of the factors which, in our opinion, reduced 
the pedagogical efficiency of MCEF. 

9*31 Programmed Materials 

Since E students spent from 70 to 90 $ of scheduled class 
hours in auto-didactic practice it is evident that the quality 
and nature of the self -instructional materials employed in con- 
junction with the course would be by far the most important factor. 
It was not a primary objective of this study to prepare a self- 
instructional course in French, but since no course of the type 
desired was available we had no alternative but to attempt to 
produce one even without much lead-time. As a result it was not 
until the third try that we obtained a programmed course generally 
satisfactory with..regard to format, content, and technique. It 
jjroved most difficult to prepare the beginning phase where accurate 
pronunciation habits had to be imparted without severely curtailing 
the presentation of vocabulary and grammatical features and there- 
by lessening student motivation. With each new trial MCEF modi- 
fications in the materials suggested by previous use were so 
extensive that, except for the second-level materialsvwhich proved 
fairly effective in their second draft, new sets of materials had 
to be re-written each time. This also required reproduction, and 
recording of materials while the course was In progress so that 
the staff was not able to plan ahead and numerous minor, but to 
the student and display session instructions, annoying and frus- 
trating, dislocations occurred. It was primarily this fact which 



made it difficult to state terminal goals clearly, and the student 
who stated in his course evaluation questionnaire "Lack of definite 
goals by you left me with a lack of definite goal" assessed the 
problem quite correctly. We would attribute the significant dif- 
ference in speakingaand reading ability between 3E and HIE 
(see pp. 189-195) largely 'to the fact that the SEE and MCEPg 
Second Level materials used by IIIE students were prepared with 
more lead-time than the materials used by IE and IIE students. 
Whatever their shortcomings the commercially available textbooks 
used in the conventional program had been tried at Indiana Univ- 
ersity several times and a careful and realistic course and de- 
tailed table of contents were available to students and instructors. 

Even the SEF and the Sec one 5 . -Level MCZEFb materials were pre- 
pared too hastily and without sufficient preliminary testing and 
contained various infelicities. One serious shortcoming shared 
by both sets of materials is the failure to distinguish between 
active and passive inventories. As in all materials which are 
typical of the Wew Key it is assumed that the student must demon- 
strate the ability to produce all structures and vocabulary items 
presented. In a realistic communication situation the foreign 
learner will have to demonstrate control of comprehension ability 
considerably superior to his speaking ability. It is perhaps 
the fact that the materials used in the conventional program 
contained a vocabulary much larger than those of MCEF materials 
and that, although they failed to acquire the ability to produce 
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so many words and grammatical features fluently and with accurate 
pronunciation, C students could at least recognize them that parti- 
ally accounts for their achieving scores in the listening compre- , 
hension examination comparable to those attained by E students. 

The higher proficiency in reading demonstrated by HIE students 
resulted from simply making available to them two graded readers 
accompanied by comprehension questions in French. 

Lxke all other New Key and programmed FL courses prepared in 
the United States our materials completely neglected visuals. 

There is no doubt that the use of slides, film strips, motion 
picture films, and well executed line drawings would have made 
the materials more interesting and would have aided display session 
instructors in transporting the students to France, thus permitting 
a smoother and more natural transfer of linguistic habits acquired 
by auto-didactic practice to real communication situations. We 
also suspect that the use of imaginative visuals would facilitate 
and accelerate the acquisition of grammar and vocabulary and would 
reduce the need to match French utterances with their English 
equivalents. Meaning would initially be introduced by the use 
of contextual cues presented visually; English glosses would only 
serve to verify the student’s ability to understand words and 
sentences out of context. 

9*32 Recorded .Materials 
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When the student spends 'JO to tyQffo of his .time listening to 
recorded materials these must meet the highest technical and peda- 
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gogical standards. Voicers should have pleasant and well modulated 
voices and extensive experience in recording. Recordings should 
he made from a carefully prepared script and under the supervision 
of an experienced teacher trained in phonetics and a competent 
technical director. The recording must be made in a professional 
studio and reproduced without loss of fidelity. All these desi- 
derata were notoriously absent from the recordings we used. The 
voicers were French-born students with no previous recording ex- 
perience , and in addition to untrained voices some had distinctly 
non-standard pronunciation features. Some of the recordings were 
supervised by competent personnel, but the lack of lead-time caused 
us to settle for recordings which were poorly made or which con- 
tained infelicities. Recording technicians were students who in 
addition to monitoring the recordings had to perform a variety of 
other functions. Although recording equipment met the highest 
technical standards, the studio in which the recordings were made 
was not fully insulated from exterior noises and too poorly furnished 
to permit the voicer to record in comfort. In addition, as was 
pointed out in Chapter k, the playback equipment in the language 
laboratory lowered the fidelity and introduced distortions in 
the original recording, as did the mass duplicating equipment 

9*33 Control of Student Behavior 

The fundamental feature of programmed instruction is the con- 
trol of student behavior. The principal problem in the application 
of programmed instruction to the teaching of FL with emphasis on 
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speaking is the confirmation of student responses,, Theoretically 
three alternatives are available to indicate to the student whether 
or not his response is satisfactory: (l) the teacher, (2) an elec- 

tronic evaluating device, or (3) the student himself. The first 
alternative is excluded by definition. In regard to an electronic 
device, there is no doubt that the necessary technology is available 
but no recognition model of human speech is sophisticated enough 
to make the construction of such a device possible although a com- 
puterized device capable of evaluating prosody has been developed. ^ 
Erograramers must therefore rely on the students reliability as a 
self -evaluator. 

As all other programmers, we started from the assumption that 

♦ 

the ability to discriminate between two sounds leads directly to 
the ability to differentiate them. Frame sequences designed to 
impart pronunciation habits began with exercises which trained the 
student to discriminate between French minimal pairs, e.g., il a 
dit "he said" versus il a dhu "he had to" or between French and 
English near-equivalents, e.g., doux "sweet" versus do. A recent 
experiment inspired by MCEF. lends support to this procedure. ^ 

William A. Henning exposed three groups of American undergraduates, 
comparable with regard to language aptitude as measured by the 
Carroll-Sapon and the Seashore tests, to three different self- 
instructional programs presenting five French phonological features 
of both the phonemic and subphonemic types. Group A was exposed 
to differentiation training only. Group C to discrimination only. 
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and Group B received a mixed treatment consisting of half of treat- 
ment A and half of treatment C. Surprisingly, Group C scored signi- 
ficantly higher in differentiation and the ability to evaluate 
correctly pronunciation errors. The discrimination exercises de- 
vised by Henning included, in addition to those described above, 
sequences in which the subject was to discriminate between two 
non-native approximations of a French sound, one of which was more 
accurate than the other. 

The SEIB 1 and MCEF 2 Second Level programs are both essentially 
linear, although the former allows for some branching; students 
who fail to meet criterion behavior after completing a unit need 
not work through the unit again but are branched back to a shorter 
version of the unit containing only practice frames; each SEE 1 set 
also contains drill sets (see p. 83) which may be assigned to 
students who fail to demonstrate fluency and automaticity of res- 
ponse . 

But if the auto-didactic component is to assume all of the 
functions assumed by live teachers in conventional FL courses 
except the elicitation of accurate and semantically appropriate 
sentences in a simulated natural context, then programmed materials 
and accompanying presentation devices will need to control student 
behavior to a greater extent than any FL programmed co ur se devised 
so far. As Spoisky proposes such a program-teaching machine complex 
will need to perform the following functions not assumed by those 



we utilized: 
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Analyze any response that the student may construct; 

2. identify as precisely as possible all errors in it; 

3* inform the student of the nature of his error; 

4. select and present appropriate remedial work . , 

Until a sound analysis device is developed such an auto-tutor 

f will be effective only at the grammatical and lexical level, but 

? 

these are by far the most relevant in FL instruction. The tech- 
nology for such a device would not differ substantially from, that 
employed today in machine translation. The obstacle to the devel- 
opment of an auto-tutor with such extensive capabilities is the lack 
of pedagogical grammars in terms of which the auto-tutor could be 
programmed. So far no rigorous and generalizable procedure for 
the behavioral analysis of a sizeable portion of a FL has been ad- 
vanced. Hie criteria for the determination of minimal learning 
steps that underly our materials or those of programs with similar 
goals hug the linguistic analysis too closely or they are completely 
divorced from any powerful theory of language identification and 
production of verbal behavior. 

What we are suggesting, in sum, is that the development of a 

teaching machine capable of assuming FL teaching functions that do 

not by definition devolve to live teachers must await radical 

changes in the analysis of linguistic behavior and more illuminative 

insights on the process of FL learning. In particular, linguists 

must concern themselves with the analysis of language perf or™gnnp , 

£ 

subject as it is to a variety of non-linguistic factors. In the 
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meantime more generalized use must be made of audio-visual devices 
like Carroll’s AVID (Audio-Visual Instructional Device), and live 
teachers will need to evaluate student responses and recommend suit- 
able remedial work.^ It should be noted, however, that for a sizeable 
proportion of students (30-50$) teacher control of the acquisition 
of linguistic elements (as opposed to the use of language) would be 
minimal and could be handled conveniently during display sessions. 

9-34 Ihe Language Laboratory 

Ihe preceeding section suggested that in an effective partially 
auto-didactic program no sharp distinction can be made between 
materials and presentation device; they are both mutually depend- 
ent. Until new developments in the analysis of language and language 
learning make a true ''language -lab orat ory-as -a- teaching machine” a 
reality, we will need to concern ourselves with the quality and 
versatility of language laboratory equipment ana the nature of the 
environment in which students work. 

We believe the lack of adequate lab facilities --in terms of 
® Quipme n t and facilities available bommercially today- -reduced the 
effectiveness of MGEs* auto-didactic matei'ials by as much as 30$. 

Wot only was much student time wasted by breakdowns, malfunctions, 
and poor scheduling of major repairs and improvements but the noisy 
and uncomfortable working conditions affected student morale adversely. 

In addition to the changes in equipment and language laboratory 
design proposed in Chapter 4 (see pp. 107-110) we would Suggest 
the addition of a device providing the student with immediate feed- 
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back. Two alternative procedures have been devised which provide 
this feature. Edward M. Meyer has developed the "re sponsor", a 
tape mechanism that will record an utterance of any length and 
play -it back immediately, measuring each time the length of the 
utterance and allowing no more than a quarter -second to come be- 
tween the recorded utterance and the playback. The "responser" 
can be operated by a push-button and does not require rewinding. 

The utterance which can be played back immediately may range from 

O 

four to forty seconds in length. Fernand Marty has found that 
the addition of a loop which allows immediate playback of an utter- 
ance, the student’s response or model stimulus and confirmation, 
or a combination of both has proven quite effective in the acqui- 
sition of pronunciation.^ 

The language laboratory has been conceived as an adjunct to 
the FL classroom where the student could receive additional practice 
in speaking. Despite the fact that many large language lab com- 
plexes are designated as "audio listening centers", there are few 
teaching materials whose objective is to provide the student with 
practice designed to provide teaching in comprehension. Few language 
labs’ designs axe flexible enough to provide a variety of facili- 
ties designed specifically for a variety of listening practice 
and speaking practice activities or combinations of both. Then, 
too, if the language!. lab is to fulfill an important role in leading 
students to behave a FL it should be an "acculturation chamber" 
where, in a very informal atmosphere, all of the student* s sense. 



the visual as well as the auditory, would be involved. Our ex- 
perience with display sessions held out of doors or in the student 
coffee lounge lead us to advocate that an "audio listening center” 
should also contain a foyer furnished with easy chairs, shortwave 
radio, foreign language periodicals, posters, and artifacts as 
well as small practice rooms suitable for display sessions also 
furnished in an informal manner. 

9*^ Redefinition of the Language Re aulr ement 

Xn the conventional program a student *s academic failure is 
triply punitive insofar as he is concerned. Firstly, his accu- 
mulation of the total number of credit hours Necessary for grad- 
uation is delayed because of the need, to repeat the course. 

Secondly, the grade of ”F” he receives for insufficient learning 
lowers his cumulative grade -point average, the nearly universally 
recognized index of academic achievement, and prejudices later 
applications for graduate school or employment. Thirdly, it is 
financially onerous since the student must pay the course fees 
anew. One of the advantages of MCEF most widely recognized by 
participating students and considered a priori as one of its 
principal advantages is precisely that it affords an escape from 
the triply punitive V. The student who receives a "I" which 
he is not able to make up within a three semester sequence suffers 
only delay toward the accumulation of the total number of credit- 
hours necessary for graduation. Since by University regulations, 
he is forbidden from re-enrolling in a course for which no officially 
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valid grade has been granted, the student need not pay additional 
’ fees; with assiduity he will be able to remove "I's" with passing 

grades ("D" to "A"). 

Since it requires students who received a grade of V to 

* 

■ repeat a course the University assumes tacitly that no learning 

' has taken place during a full semester— an assumption which in 

most instances can be demonstrated to be patently false. The 
^ student, knowing that he has in fact learned a considerable amount 

and that only a few points in the final examination or lack of 
• charity on the part of the instructor separated him from a "D", 

will tend to be less than assiduous and will more often than not 
\ receive a grade of "C" in his second try. Yet he is considered 

a full-time student while the MCEF student, who is working more 
assiduously to remove a "I" and may well succeed in his efforts 
1 midway through the semester and receive a grade of “B", is deemed 

unworthy of a bed, and a desk in University dormitories i 

A consideration of these facts can only lead one to question 
seriously the definition of full-time student status and the pay- 
ment of tuition fees— which in a sense are made to serve as an 
index of a student f s total academic commitment — on the basis 
of semester credits rather than intensity of study commitment. 
While MCEF proved to be generally consonant with established 
University administrative policies, which are fairly represent- 
ative of administrative policies at the university and' college 
level, it does suggest that these are more suited to bureaucratic 

erJc , 
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bookkeeping than to the fundamental function of an institution of 
0 

higher learning: to provide a climate in which learning can take 

place in the most efficient and rewarding way for both the student 
and the teacher* 

The emphasis MGSP placed on audiolingual skills does not imply 
that we maintain that the ability to converse in French is a suf- 
ficient or even a realistic goal for the secondary or the university 
levels. On the contrary, we believe that to meet the FL require- 
ment a student should take at least two courses in which the FL 
is the medium of communication. 10 These might be courses in French 
literature, civilization, linguistics or pedagogy taught in French 
or courses in history, economics, etc. also taught in French such 

A 

as have been instituted at Indiana University. The close scrutiny 
of a large-scale university elementary and intermediate FL program, 
which is certainly one of the most important by-products of MCEF, 
indicates that contrary to what the administrators of FL instruc- 
tions would have others believe— or have beguiled themselves into 
believing— most students who complete eighteen hours of conventional 
FL instruction fail to achieve any useful level of language pro- 
ficiency of any sort. 

/ 

It will be recalled (see Chapter 6. 37 , pp. 193-197) that 
through the auspices of the Defense Language Institute and the 
Center for Applied Linguistics a randomly selected group of HIE 
and IIIC students who had completed three semesters of instruction 
were administered the FSI (Foreign Service Institute) Spoken and 
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Reading Tests. The Department of State requires that all Foreign 
Service Officers demonstrate scores of S(peaking)-3 and R(eading)-3 
in at least one foreign language upon admission to the Foreign Ser- 
vice, and failing that, provides formal intensive instruction until 
that proficiency is attained. Inspection of the table provided in 
6.37 shows that the average scores for both E and C students is 
a S rating of 1 and a R rating approaching 2. Only one student 
would have passed the Department of State requirement of S~3 and 

R-3. 

As government agencies have discovered, completion of the FL 
requirement does not guarantee a functional knowledge of a FL. flf 
the language requirement is to be at all meaningful it should be 
defined in terms of X number of content courses taken, not total 
number of hours. To be admitted to a content course a student 
would need to demonstrate stipulated proficiencies in speaking, 
writing, auditory comprehension and reading comprehension with 
heavy emphasis on the latter wo skills. Students who failed to 
demonstrate basic proficiency would enroll in an ungraded course 
similar to MCEF until they had attained the specified norm. Since 
more and more students are coming to college FL classes with pre- 
vious experience, this proposed course structure would eliminate 
unreliable and arbitrary placement procedures. The placement 
examination would be replaced by a diagnostic test battery and 
the student would be advised to start at a given point in the 
,, preparatory ,, — not "remedial" --course . How long the student would 
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need to remain in the preparatory course would depend on previous 
background, aptitude, and motivation. Clearly, a student who 
intended to major in French would want to qualify for content 



courses as soon as possible and would be given every opportunity 
to do so by a course which frees him from lockstep progress. 

Ie the language requirement proposed here not too stringent? 
Perhaps, and it would be 'wiser to allow individual departments to 
set the language proficiency they deem necessary for their major 
students. A government or history major would be well advised 
to acquire a high level of audiolingual as well as reading pro- 
ficiency in at least one language and reading proficiency in 
anoth.r, but it would be foolish to set the same requirement for 



a chemistry major. 



No doubt two types of FL proficiency and two 



different types of course sequences leading to them would need 
to be implemented: reading proficiency with some exposure to 
the spoken language (particularly in auditory comprehension) and 



"functional" proficiency requiring a high level of control of all 
four skills . 



Eie retention figures presented in 6.1 show the rather dis- 
concerting fact that of the students who begin the study of a FL 
in a large university approximately 70 $ complete two semesters 
and only approximately 40jS complete three semesters. We may assume 
that ohly one-third of beginning students attain language profi- 
ciency as defined in current terms. It is safe to conclude that 
most of the students who leave a university or college with or 
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without a degree would have difficulty in "getting around" in a 

• country where English is not spoken or read material in the EL 

they studied. The reasons that lead students to abandon the study 
of a PL arellegion, but does the fact that they fail to see the 

1 utility of most of the activities of the PL classroom not account 

\ 

• for most of the attrition? Clearly, a self-contained two-semester 

course which leads the student to the ability to read (without con- 

/ stant reference to English) a variety of PL journalistic and neu- 

tral prose material and to understand deliberate -style speech would 
serve the 6CP/0 who fail to pass language proficiency better than 
the disarticulated series of courses which make up the elementary 

^ and intermediate level of college and university PL instruction. 

The low retention rate that characterizes basic language in- 
struction in large universities also proves that the reluctance 
of administrative officers and teachers to agree to the use of 
"experimental" approaches to PL instruction on the grounds that 
the "guinea pig" students* later work will be jeopardized are ill 

i 

founded indeed. The low level of proficiency attained by most FL 
students should lay the ghost to the argument that the variables 
of FL instruction cannot be studied through rigorous experimentation 
and the application of the methods of the social sciences. 

9*5 Proposed Revised Course Structure 

The only major modification in the original administrative 
. structure of MCEF was the elimination of the lecture section after 
the first semester. The other modifications involved the length 
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of display sessions and the number of sessions scheduled weekly. 

A principle that became soon clear was that the total length of 
display session contact needed to increase in direct proportion 
to the students proficiency and the number of grammatical fea- 
tures and lexical items he controlled. The number of students 
per display session group was also manipulated. The optimum 
number proves to-be five students , although groups of eight stu- 
dents proved quite manageable, particularly at the initial stages 
of student progress. On the basis of our experience we are ready 
to propose a basically four semester ungraded PL course permitting 
students with no previous knowledge to reach "functional” pro- 
ficiency in the four skills, approximately, scores of S-2+ and 
R-3 on the P8I scale, at an optimum individual pace. 

We shall start from the principle that the length and fre- 
quency of live teacher contact should increase as the student 
progresses and that, concomitantly, the number of students per 
display session group should decrease. Students would be assigned 
to a total of eight to ten hours of class contact weekly, most 
of which wohld be spent in auto-didactic practice in the language 
lab. It is assumed that the programmed material would differ 
from the SHIP and MOEPg Second Level materials only by greater em- 
phasis and earlier introduction of reading, a larger active voca- 
bulary, and a separation between an active inventory whose acqui- 
sition would need to be controlled very rigorously and a passive 
inventory which would only need to be identified by the student. 
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The presentation device would include a programmed workbook illus- 
trated with line drawing of professional quality, a modest visual 
component such as slides, and a language lab equipment of the type 
proposed in Chapter 1* but which would also feature a "re sp inser " 
or similar device. 

We shall assume an initial enrollment of 1*00 students and com- 
pare staff needs of the proposed course and a five-period conventional 
course in terms of instructor hours. 

9.51 First Level 

At the first level (first semester for most students) students 
would spent seven to eight hours in auto-didactic practice and would 
meet with the instructor for two 20-25 minute display sessions weekly 
in groups of eight students. 
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Compared to a conventional course meeting five times weekly with the 

instructor for 1*5“ 50 minutes, staff needs would be as follows: 

Proposed: 50 sections (8 students) x 1 hour « 50 instruc- 

tor hours 

Conventional: 20 sections (20 students) x 5 hours « 100 ins- 
Difference . a + (economy) 50 instructor hours 
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9-52 Second Level 

With a 30-35$ attrition rate at the end of two semesters one 
would need only schedule 7 5$ of the students who completed the first 
level. Students would meet with the instructor in groups of seven 
for three 20-25 minute display sessions. 
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Proposed s 43 sections (7 students) x 1 1/2 hours = 65 in- 

structor hours 

Conventional: 15 sections (20 students) x 5 hour's = 75 instructor 

hours 

difference = +10 instructor hours.; cumulative = + 60. 

9.53 ilMrd Level 

On the basis of an attrition rate of approximately 40 $ at the ' 
end of three semesters one would need to schedule 50 $ of the total 
number of enrollees or 200 students. For the proposed course it 
could also be assumed that 5$ of the initial enrollees would have 
attained proficiency at the end of only two semesters so that only 
185 students would need to be scheduled into sections. However 
we would also need to assume that 5 $ of the initial enrollees had 
failed to meet specified proficiency ana would need to be scheduled 
for Second Level type display sessions. Students would meet with 
the instructor in groups of six for three 45-50 minute periods 
weekly. 
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Proposed: 31 sections (6 students) x 3 hours = 91 in- 

structor hours ' 

2 sections (7 students) x 3 hours = 6 in- 
structor hours 

V 

Conventional: 14 sections (15 students) x 5 hours = 70 in- 

structor hours 

Difference = - (additional needs) 27 instructor hours; 

cumulative k +33. 

9 » 5 b Fourth Level 

We shall assume that approximately 10$ of the students who 
enrolled at the beginning of the third semester dropped out in 
the course of the semester. This leaves 180 students who would 
enroll at the beginning of the fourth semester. For the proposed 
course 25$ of the students beginning the third semester would 
have met final proficiency but 5$ would need to be scheduled for 
Third Level type display sessions and an additional 5$ who would 
fail to meet final proficiency at the end of four semesters would 



need to be 'scheduled for a fifth semester. The total number of 
students enrolling in the proposed course at the beginning of the 
fourth semester would be 165 (-40 + 20) « 145. The display ses- 
sion contact would remain unchanged. 

Proposed: 25 sections (5 students) x 3 hours = 75 in- 

structor hours 

jT* 2 sections (6 students) x 3 hours = 6 in- 

(under-achievers ) ^ structor hours 

I 2 sections (5 students) x 3 hours = 6 in- 

( structor hours 
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Conventional: 12 sections (15 students) x 5 hours = 60 in- 

structor hours 



Difference = -27 instructor hours 
Total Difference: +6 instructor hours 
The instructional staff needs economies that the proposed 
self -pacing' partially self -instructional course would make pos- 
sible would offset additional needs for supervisory and clerical 
personnel.. • Total instructional costs savings would revert to a 
fund for research in various aspects of language learning and 
for the continued development of materials, equipment, and tech- 



niques 



9*6 is the Teacher life ce s sarv ? 



It has become a convention in discussions of self-instructional 
programs, on the one hand to promise administrators reduced instruct- 
ional costs, and on the other, to assuage teachers* fears of tech- 
nological unemployment. MIXES 1 was not designed to achieve to reduce 
instructional costs but merely to explore more rational uses of 
human teacning resources. As we have suggested in the previous 
sections we are conildent that not only will such a course prove 
economically viable but it may even reduce teacher needs. But can 
most teachers presently staffing the PL classes of college and uni- 
•versities perform tasks that are beyond the capabilities of the 
■ machine (properly programmed, of course) and of the student? 

It is generally assumed that a total control of the contrastive 
material of a language and fair imitation of secondary phonic 
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features are acceptable minimum prerequisites for FL teaching 
at the elementary level, and that grammatical patterns and voca- 
bulary can be acquired as one goes along. Our experience with 

* 

MC5EF suggests, on the contrary, that the reverse priority of skills 
is required. Pronunciation inaccuracies on the part of display c 
session instructors are undesirable not because the student, who 
has intensive exposure to native models in the language laboratory, 
risks to be contaminated but because they slow up the instructor’s 
rhythm of phonation. Natural conversation requires spontaneous 
and rapid-fire reactions among interlocutors, and*, in this con- 
text, a two-second silence can seem an eternity <> 

If the instructor is to involve the students in some sort of 
conversational activity and bring them to "behave” the language 
as they speak, he must produce sentences at a rapid rate that de- 
mands automaticity of generation, unless the instructor has pre- 
viously acquired the ability to generate grammatically correct 
and stylistically congruent sentences and only these sentences — 
and this represents a high level of achievement indeed— he will 
provide incorrect models for student analogies and teach ’tranglish” 
a language unfortunately spoken in too many of our French class- 
rooms, rather than elicit the genuine French taught by the auto- 
tutor . 

In the elaboration of audio-lingual methods, we have come 
to remember belatedly that parroting basic sentences and performing 
mechanical 1 pattern drill is not communication, i.e., the natural 



use of language in an authentic cultural context. Skillful elicita- 
tion of authentic conversation without straying from the confines 
of known patterns or succumbing to the temptation to explicate 
or drill is the mark of the experienced and gifted FL teacher and 
precisely what the novice lacks. The most serious problem we have 
encountered in the elaboration of M0EF is that most of the FL 
teachers at our disposal' could at best assume some of the functions 
that the programmed materials performed more satisfactorily: pro- 

vi* 

viding the native models pronunciation and grammar drill, and ex- 
plication of structure. Lacking pedagogical training and proficiency 
in the target language they could not successfully lead the student 
to use the language in a near-natural context and stimulate him to 
behave the language nor could they evaluate quickly and accurately 
student inaccuracies and prepare on-the-spot remedial drills. The 
minimum requirements that these abilities seem to presuppose are a 
good but not native pronunciation, the ability to generate with 
automaticity grammatically correct and stylistically appropriate 
sentences in the target language, some insight infco the learning 
process, a working knowledge of the structure of both the native 
and target language, moderate wit and good humor, and the ability 
to interact and empathize with students. Unless language teacher 
training and certification practices are revised so that FL teachers 
meeting these qualifications are made available in sufficient 
numbers at all levels, the machine indeed will take over, but the 
typsuof language instruction that will result will fall quite 



short of developing in our youth "a sense of values— personal, 

human, social— so that they may become discriminating, free 
„ 11 

individuals”. 
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Notes 



The same conclusions are reached by Fernand Marty in a paper 
to be published in E. Najam and C 0 T 0 Hodge (eds.) Language Learnin g 
The Individual and the Process , Indiana university Research Center 

i 

in Anthropology, Folklore and Linguistics, 1965. 

2 

For research on the role of motivation in F^ learning see 
particularly Robert 0* Gardner and Wallace E. Lambert, ’’Motivational 

s 

Variables in Second -Language Acquisition”, Canadian Journal of Psy - 
chology , 13: 266-272 (19.59)» A diagnostic test of motivation pre- 

i • 

pared by Paul Pimsleur will be published by Hare our t -Brace -World in 

1966. 

-Tor a description of SAID and preliminary results of its use 



see Roger 3uiten and Harlan L. Lane, "A Self -Instructional Device 
for Conditioning .Accurate Prosody”, in A. Valdman, (ed.) Trends in 
Language teaching , McGraw-Hill and Coo (forthcoming )» 

^See William A« Henning, "Phonemic Discrimination Training and 



Student Self -Evaluation in the Teaching of French Pronunciation,” 
(unpublished) Indiana University Ph.P. Dissertation, 196k. 

^Bernard Spolcky, "Computer-Based Instruction and the Criteria 
for Pedagogical Grammars", in Paul L» Garvin, (ed.) Linguistics 
and Language Data Processing , Mouton (forthcoming). 

%or some of the procedures for the establishment of a grammar 
of language performance see Noam Chomsky, Aspects of a Theory of 
Syntax , MIT Press, 1965 , pp- 10-15 « 
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For a description of AVID and a self-instructional course 
in Mandarin Chinese presented with that device see John B. Carroll, 
Programmed Self-Instruction in Mandarin Chine se : Observations of 
S tudent Progress with an Automated Audio-Visual Instructional Device . 
Wellesley, Mass.: Language Testing Fund, 1963. . 

O 

°As quoted by Elton Hocking, Language Laboratory and Language 
Learning, Washington: National Education Association (Monograph 

No. 2), 1964. 

9 Fot a penetrating study of F x teaching policies in colleges 
and universities see Roger L. Hadlich et al., "Foreign Languages 
in Colleges and Universities", in W. F« Bottiglia (ed.) Foreign 
Language Teaching : Ideals and Practice . Reports of the Working 

Committees, 1964, Northeast Conference on the Teaching of Foreign 
Languages, p. 53. 

■^A redefinition of the language requirement in terras of use 
in content courses is also proposed by F. Rand Morton in "Lan guage 
' Learning and the Classroom of Tomorrow", in E. Najara and C. T. Hodge 

4 

(eds.), op. cit. 

•^Kenneth W. Mildenberger, Problems, perspectives, and projections. 
Materials and Techniques for * the Language Laboratory . Publication 
No. l8 of the Indiana University Research Center in Anthropology, 
Folklore and Linguistics. (Published as Part II, Voi. 28, No. 1 
of UAL, January, 1962.) 




|7? 

La 



jrr 

u 



n 

L 




U 





C3 

y. 




n 

a 

iu 





* 



0 

o 






- <“<• 









I 

I 



265. 




B2BLI0SRAPHT 






n 

*L 



l i 

U 



i i 

'iuJ 




r"> 




Li 




Belasco, Simon et al., "The Continuum Listening and Speaking," 
in Wo F. Bottiglia (ed, ), Current Issues in Language -Teaching . 

A Report of the 19&3 Northeast Conference on the Teaching of For- 
eign Languages. 

Berko, Jean, "The Child* s Learning of English Morphology , " .Word 

xiv, (1958), 150-177. ** 9 ' 



Bloomfield, Leonard, Outline Guide for the Practic al Study of 
Foraign Languages , Linguistic Society of America, (Baltimore"" 
19^2). 



Buiten, Roger, and Lane, Harlan L., "A Self-Instructional Device 
for Conditioning Accurate Prosody," in A. Valdman (ed.), T rends 
in Language Teaching , McGraw-Hill and Co. (forthcoming). 

* 

Carroll, John B 0 , "A Frimer of Frogrammed Instruction," Inter- 
national Review of Applied Linguistics . I, (1953), 115-141. 

Carroll, John B., Frogrammed Self-Instruction in Mandarin Chinese. 
Observations of Student Progress with an Automated Audio-Visual 
Device, Wellesley, Massachusetts: Language Testing Fund, I9I3T" 

Chomsky, Noam, Aspects of a Theory of Syntax . MIT Press, 1965. 

Cowan, J Milton, "The Cornell Plan of Language Teaching, " His- 
pania, XXX, (1957), 57-60; also Hispania , XXXII, (1949), 27-34$ 
JVfodern Langjiage Journal , XXXIV, (l950), 593-8 03,’ and FMLA, XLVII, 
(October 19152)7 38-46. 

Delattre, Pierre, "A Technique of Aural-Oral Approach. Report 
on a University of Oklahoma Experiment in Teaching French, " The 
££- e -a g j2 2CX, (January 1947) 238-250 and XX, (February 1957), 

Gaarder, A. Bruce, "Language Laboratory Techniques: The Teacher 

and the Language Laboratory," in F, J. Ginas (ed.), Language 
^ a , Q king Today . Pub • XXV of Indiana University Research Center 
in Anthropology, Folklore and Linguistics, (October i960). 
(Published as Part ij., Vol. 26, Ho* 4 of Internation al Journal 
of American Linguistics . October i960. ) 

Gardner, Robert C. and Lambert, Wallace E. , "Motivational Variables 
in Second-Language Acquisition," Canadian Journal of Psvchology. 

13: 266-272 (1 959). “ 



L* 



O 



1 



T 



i 



o 

ERIC 



266. 



Hadlich, Roger L. et al. , foreign Languages in Colleges and Uni- 
versities^ in W. F„ Bottiglia (ed.), Foreign Languag e Teaching ; 

T^V ' f ' — ac ^ lce * (Reports of the working committees of the 

1904 Northeast Conference on the Teaching of Foreign Languages . ) 



?^ S \r Alfre<3, S ’’ Laboratory Facilities . (OE Bulletin. 

No. 37, OE -21024) U« So Government Printing Office. 
(Washington 1963), pp. 63-680 ' 



Henning, William A. , "Phoneme Discrimination Training and Student 
Seif -Evaluation in the Teaching of French Pronunciation, " (unpub- 
lished) Indiana University Ph.D. Dissertation, 1964. 



Hocking, Elton, La nguage La boratory and Language Learning. Washington: 
National Education Association (Monograph No. 2), 1964. 



Lambert, Wallace, Measurements of the Linguistic Dominance of Bi- 
linguals, Journal of Abnormal Psychology. L, (1955), 197-200. 



Marty, Fernand, Pfrograanming a Basic Foreign Language Cours e: 

~ vfR ec ^ s Self^Xnstr-uction. Roanoke, Virginia: Audio-Visual 
Publications, 1962. 



f° r * on 4 F : Hand * IJ2 J e Language Laboratory as a Teaching Machine," 

• F. Oinas (ed.), Language Teaching Today . Pub. XIV of Indiana 
University Research Center in Anthropology, Folklore and Linguistics, 
(October 196 o) 0 _ (Published as Part II, Vol. 2 6, No. 4 of Inter- 
national Journal of American Linguistics . October I960. ) 



Morton, F. Rand, A udio "'Lingual Language Programming P roject . 
Unpublished report ^ Contract 0E-3^1^012^ Language Development 
Branch, Uo S 0 Office of Education, (Washington 1964). 



Morton, Rand, Language Learning and the Classroom of Tomorrow," 
in E. Najam and 0* T. Hodge (eds.), Language Learning ; The Indi- 
vidual and the Process , Indiana University Research Center in 
Anthropology, Folklore ana Linguistics (Forthcoming). 



Moulton, William G. , "The Cornell Language Program, " PMLA, LXVII, 
(October 1952), 38-46. 



Moulton, William G., "Linguistics and Language Teaching i'ncthe United 
States 1940-1960, " in Trends in European and American Linguistics 

(Co Mohrmann, A. Sommerfelt and J. Whatmough, eds. Utrecht, 
Antwerp Spectrum, 1962) 



Osgood, Charles E., Suci, George and Tanenbaum, Percy, The Measure- 
ments of Meaning, University of Illinois Press, (Urbana, Illinois 
1957 )* 



( 



n 



r*\ 



u 



n 

U 



n 

1 

u 



n 

u 



n 



n 

. 1 

u 



n 



Lj 



F t 






Li 



11 i 

u 



•FI 

u 



Ft 



L. 



267 * 



<td 





n 

i* I 

i i 







R 
£ 1 



H 

U 



n 



n 



n 

b 




n 

1Lu-j 



D 




PLmsleur, Paul, Mace, Larry and ftfeislar, Evan, Preliminary Ids- 
crimlnation graining in the Teachin g of French Pronunciation, 
(University of California, Los Angeles. 196117 Tpeport of USDS 
Contract SAG 895 0)« 

Politzer, R# L 0 and Staubach, C« W 0 , Teaching Spanish? A Linguistic 
Orientation . Ginn, (Boston 1961)0 

Scherer, George Ao C 0 and Wertheimer, Michael, A Psych ol inguistic 
Experiment in F oreign Language Teaching, McGraw-Hill, ”T5W "fork 
19°^). (Report of uSOE Contract SAE 8823, ’Extended ciassroom 
Experimentation with Varied Sequencing of the Four Skills in Ger- 
man Instruction !, )o 

Spolsky , Bernard , ^Computer-Based instruction and the Criteria for 
Pedagogical Grammar's,” in Paul L, Garvin (ed a ), Linguistics and 
Language Lata Processing . Mouton (Forthcoming), 

Valdman, Albert, Applied Linguistics -French, 2 a 0. Heath. (Poston 

196 l)o ~ 



o 



T 






268, 



APPENDIX 

Sample Local Examinations 



A. Oral Production Test - F101 Final Examination (Experimental) 

B. E102 Final Examination (Experimental) 

C. F102 Final Examination ( Control) 
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Oral Production Test 

F101. (Experimental) Final - January, 1962 



I. General Questions - (Warm-up) 





Comment est-ce que vous vous appelez'? 

Qa va? 

II fait froid? Chaud? 

Quel temps fait-il? 

II est deux heures? etc. II est quelle heure? 










II. Direct Response 

Vous etes jFranqais ? 

Est-ce que vous parlez anglais? ' 
Vous allez a l'universite d'Indiana? 
Vous avez des freres, des soeurs? 
Vous allez en France cet ete? 
Qu'est-ce que vous faites ce soir? 

A quelle heure .arrive votre train? 

Je parle franqais? 

Est-ce que vous avez faim? 

Est-ce qu*il est une heure? 

III. Directed Questions 



Demandez a Madame si elle est Franqaise. 

Demandez -moi si je vais a Paris la semaine prochaine. 
Demandez-nous si nous parlons anglais. 

Demand ez-moi quelle heure il est. 

Demandez a Madame ou se trouve le cinema. 

Demandez-moi si j*ai une soeur en France. 

Demandez-nous comment va notra ami. 

Demandez a Madame si elle sait ou il y a un bon resta; urant. 




IV. Directed Statement 

Bites que je suis Amerieain. 

Dites que vous avez chaud. 

Dites qu'elle a un restaurant tout pres. 

Dites que vous etes etudiant(e). 

Dites que je parle trop vite. 

Dites que vous savez la nouvelle. 

Dites que votre cousine est reque au bac. 

Dites que nous allons faire un voyage cet automne. 
Dites que nous sommes en janvier. 

Dites que vous vendez des livres. 

V . 1 Conyersat i on * 
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. Oral Production Test 
Sentences for Oral Review 



1. Elle fait des econo mies . 

2. II est l’heure de dejeuner. 

3* II est tou.iours le premier. 

4. Vous l f avez vu? 

5* J'ai aehete un abricot . 

6. Ou est-ce qu*il est? 

7* Ou est-ce qu , on va? 

8. Marie a un petit rhume. 

9* J'ai tres faim. 

10. Est-ce qu*on va au cinema? 

11. _ II arrive en fevrier. 

12. Ils ont une bonne idee. ” 
13* Jean est fort en anglais. 

14. II en a beau coup . 

15. Us ont un appartement. / 

16. C*est imp ortant . n'est-ce pas? 
17* Vous dormez encore? 

18. II n'est pas "rnla de . 

19* Ofo. est-ce que ]h<5us somm es ? 

20. Qu* est-ce que t*as, mon vieux? 

21. J J ai parle a Anne. 

22. II a passe en Janvier. 

23. Elle est chez vous. 

24. II part en au tomne . 

25« On a beaucoup de boulot. 

26. II part avec sa soeur . 

27« Vous avez rai son . 

28. Nicole est encore malade. 

29. Vous pensez qu*il est 1&? 

30. II a de la veine. 
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F102 (Experimental) Final Examination 
. Comprehension and 
Hioneme Discrimination 
* May, 1962 

/ 

Oral Comprehension 

A. You will hear ten groups of four French sentences. In 
each case the first sentence will be the model. One of the 
succeeding three sentences will be identical to the model 
sentence and the other two will be different from it. On 
the answer sheet mark the blank which corresponds to the 
sentence which is identical to the model sentence. 

1. Vous desirez voir quelque chose? 

a. Vous desirez avoir quelque chose? 

b. Vous desirez voir quelque chose. 

-c. Vous desirez voir quelque chose? 

2. Ou est-ce qu*ils ont laisse leur enfant? 

-a. Ou est-ce qu*ils ont laisse leur enfant? 

b. Ou est-ce qu*ils ont laissl leurs enfants? 

c. Cfa est-ce qu* ils vont laisser leur enfant? 

* 

3. Qu'est-ce qu*ils font' au jour d*hui? 

a. C»ii est-ce qu*ils vont aujourd*hui? 

-b. Qu*est-ce qu*ils font'aujourdMui? 

c. Qu*est-ce qu*elles font aujourd*hui? 

h. Ils decriyent leur voyage a la concierge. 

a. II decrit leur voyage a la concierge. 

-b. Ils decrivent leur voyage a la concierge, 
c. II a decrit leur voyage a la concierge. 

5 . Est-ce que son fiance va danser? 

*»• -a. Est-ce que son fiance va danser? 

b. Est-ce que sa fiancee va danser? 

c. Est-ce que son fiance veut danser? 

t 

6. II vient de dejeuner chez nous. 

-a. II vient de dejeuner chez nous. 

b. II vient dejeuner chez nous. 

c. Ils viennent de dejeuner chez nous. 

7 . Roger va apporter le vin et du pain. 

a. Roger a apporte le vin et du pain. 

b. Roger va apporter le vin et le pain. 

-c „ Roger va apporter le vin et du pain. 
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Ils finissent a cinq heures. 
a. 11 finit .a cinq heures. 
b • Elies finissent a cinq heures 
"•c. Ils finissent a cinq heures. 



II veut aller a.vec rtous ce matin, 
a. Ils veulent all&r avec nous cd matin, 
-b. II yeut aller avec nous ce matin, 
c. xl peut aller avec nous ce matin. 
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10. Le concierge se renseigne aupres du facteur. 

a. La concierge se renseigne aupres du facteur. 

-b. Le concierge se renseigne aupres du facteur. 

c. Le concierge se renseigne aupres d’un facteur. 

B. You will hear ten French sentences. From the possibilities 

on the answer sheet select the sentences you wiil hear. 








1. Ils ne vont pas aller a 1 ’hotel car ils ont trouve une pension. 

a. Ils ne sont pas alles a 1 'hotel car ils ont trouve une • 
pension. 

"b- Us ne vont pas aller a 1 ’hotel car ils ont trouve une- 
pension. 1 

c. Ho ne von u pas aller a I ’hotel car ils vont trouver 
une pension. 

d« Ils n*i: sont pas alles a 1 ’hotel car ils vont trouver 
une pension. 

/ 

2. Pierre .et Jean ne vont partir qu’apres minuit* 

"a. Pierre st Jean ne vont partir qu’apres minuit. 

b. Pierre et Jean, ne vont partir que vers minuit. 

c. Herre et Jean ne sont partis qu’apres minuijt. 

d. Herre. et Jean ne sont partis que vers minuit. 




r* 





3. Ils servent du cafe a ses amis. 

a. Ils servent du cafe a tes amis. 

b. II sert du cafe a ses amis. 

c. II sert du cafe a mes amis, 

-d. Ils servent du cafe a ses amis. 

4. Elle est tres jolie. Ou l’as-tu achetee? 

a. II est tres joli. Ou l’as-tu achete? 

-b. Elle est tres jolie. Ou l’as-tu achetee? 

c. Elle est tres jolie. Ou l’a-t-il achetee? 

d. II est trea .joli* (A l’a-t-il achete? 

5» Ou est-ce que Roger va passer les vacances? 

a * 9? est-ce que Roger ,'veut passer les vacances? 
-b . Ou est-ce que Roger va passer les vacances ? 

c. Ou est-ce que Roger veut passer ses vacances? 

d. Ou est-ce que Roger va passer ses vacances? 
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6# Est-ce qu*ils. sortent tous les jours a. six heures? 

a. Est-ce qu'il sort tous les jours a, six heures? 

h. Est-ce qu'ils sortent tous les jours a dix heures? 

c. Est-ce qu'.il sort tous les jours a dix heures? 

-d# Est-ce qu*i.is sortent tous les jours a six heures? 

7. Alors, commenqons par vendre notre bicyclette. 

-a 1 . Alors, commenqons par vendre notre bicyclette# 

b. Alors, commenqons par vendre nos bicyclettes. 

c. Alors, commenqons par prendre notre bicyclette. 

d. Alors, commenqons par rendre nos bicyclettes. 

8. Ils repondent que le cafe est au coin. 

a. Ils repondent que le cafe n*est pas loin. 

-b. Ils repondent que le cafe est au coin. 

c. II repond que le cafe est au coin. 

d. Elies repcpndent que le cafe est au coin. 

9* Pierre Leclerc doit aller chez mon oncle a Iteris. 

-a. PLerre Leclerc doit aller chez mon oncle a Iteris. 

b. Pierre Leclerc va aller chez mon oncle a Paris. 

c. Pierre Leclerc doit aller chez son oncle a, Paris. 

d. Pierre Leclerc va aller chez son oncle a Paris. 

10. Elies partent en avance car il fait tenement froidpaujourd*hui. 

a. Elle part en avance car il f ait tellement froid aujourd* hui 

b. Ils partent en avance car il fait tenement froid aujourd" 
hui. 

-c. Elies partent en avance car il fait tenement froid aujourd 
hui. 

d. Il part en avance car il fait tenement froid aujourd *hui. 

C. You -will hear ten questions in French. Afterbeach question 
you will hear three possible responses. Indicate by marking 
the corresponding space on the answer sheet the most appropriate 
response to the question. 

1. Est-ce que le faoteur habite dans ce quartier? 

a. Eon, il habite tout pres. 

-b. Oui, il habite en face du college. 

c. Oui, elle habite dans ce quartier. 

2. Voits n’allez pas £tudier a l*universite? 

a. Oui, je vais etudier a 1 *universit£ * 

b. Si, je vais etudier chez moi. 

-c. Si, nous allons etudier a. 1 f universite . 




3 •• De quoi est-ce qu'on parle aussi? 

a. .On parle aussi de' Hi cole. 

b. On parle aussi de partir en .vacances. 

c. On a parle de sortir ce soir. 

4. Ou est-ce que tu as trouve ton manteau? 

a. J'ai trouve ton 'manteau chez Mne Dupont. 

-b. J’ai trouve rapn manteau au restaurant. 

•c. J'ai trouve son manteau au magasin. 

5. C’est le lendemain du Ik fillet, n’est-ce pas? 

-a. Oui, c'est le 15 juillet.' 

b. Si, c'est le 15 juillet. 

c. Oui, c'est le 13 juillet. 

.6. Qu 'est-ce que tu as choisi? 

a. Hous avons choisi une chambre. 

-b. J'ai choisi le train direct, 
c. Je vais choisir une valise. 

7* Paul et Andre etaient loin d'ici? 

a. Oui, ils ont ete loin d'ici. 

b. Cui ; . il etait loin d'ici. 

-c. Oui, ils etaient loin d'ici. 

8. Elle ne va pas la prendre demain matin? 

.a. Si, elle va le prendre demain matin. 

“b • Hon, elle va la prendre aujourd 'hui. 

c. Si, elle va la rendre demain matin. 

9* Est-ce que vous avez parle txtxsz Americains? 

-a. Oui, j'ai parle aux Americains. 

b. Oui, j'ai parle aux Americaines. 

* c. Oui, je vais parler aux Americains. 

10. (Jet impermeable ne me va pas bien? 

a. Oui, il vous va tres bien. 

-b. Si, il vous va tres bien. 

c. Si, elle vous va tres bien. 

D. fou will hear ten questions in French. From the possibi- 
lities on the answer sheet select the most appropriate response 
to the questions you will hear. 

1. n'as pas ecrit a tes parents? 

-a. Si, je leur al ecrit. 

b. Hon, je ne lui ai pas ecrit. 

c. Hon, ;je ne les ai pas ecrit. 



2. Les enf ant's n*.ont pas trouve leurs amis? ' 

a. Non, ils ns -l 1 oat pas ' trouv£ . 

~b» Non, ils rie les ont pas trouves. 
c. Oui, ils les ont trouves. 

3* Est-ce qu* elles veulent aussi du cafe? 

a. Oui, elle veut aussi du cafe® 

-b. Non, elles ne veulent pas de cafe, 

Co Oui, ils veulent aussi du cafe. 

4. Qu 5 est-ce cjpe les clients desirent voir? 

**a. Ils desirent voir des ehaussures. < 

b. Elle desire voir des cravates. ^ 

c. Elles desirent voir des robes. 

5. Est-ce qu ? il y a quelqu ? un dans sa ehambre? 

a. Cui, il y a quelqu*un dans ma ehambre. 

-b. Non, il n*y a personne chez lui. 
c. Non, il y a quelqu 8 un dans sa ehambre. 

6. Qu , est"ce que tu as fait? 

a. Nous sommes alles au cinema. 

-b. vq suis rent re vers minuit. 

c. Je vais faire un tour* a Saint-Germain. 

7« Qu* est-ce qu*elles vont decider de faire ce soir? 

-a. Elles vont decider d'aller au cinema. 

b. Elles ont decide d 'aller a 1* opera. 

c. Ils ont decide de rentrer tot * 

8. 'Vous etes rentres tard hier soir? 

a. Oui, vous etes rentres tres tard hier soir. 

b. Oui, nous allons rentrer tree tax'd. 

-c. Oui, on eat rentre vers minuit. 

9« Qu* est-ce qu*elle peut faire? 

a. Elle veut etudier a la bibliotheque. 

b. Elles peuvent apporter des livres. 

-c. Elle peut aller a 1 r university a pied. 

10. Il tient a dejeuner avec nous au restaurant? 

a. Oui, il vient de dejeuner avec nous au restaurant. 

-b. Oui, il tient a y dejeuner avec nous. 

c. Oui, il vient y dejeuner avec nous. 

E. You 'will hear ten statements in French. Each statement 
will be followed by a question relating to it and three pos- 
sible answers to the question. Indicate by marking the appro- 
priate space on the answer sheet the best answer to the 
question in relation to the statement* 
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1. Les deux etudiantes ont march! tout l f apres-raidi. Comme • 

elles etaient fatiguees, elles ont decide de prendre 
- quelque chose dans un cafe. Pourquoi est-ce qu* elles 

ont decide de prendre quelque chose? 

-a. Parce qu*elles etaient fatiguees. 

b. Parce qu* elles ontssoif. 

* c. Parce qu’ elles ont march! tout l’apres-midi. 

2. L’ agent de police dit a Jean qu’il y a plusieurs autobus 

qui traversent la Seiner le 29, le 65 et le 78. 11 y 

a combien d’ autobus qui traversent la Seine? 

a. II y en a vingt-neuf. 

* -b. XI y en a trois. * 

c. II "y en a soixante-cinq. 

3. M. Morin va faire un voyage en Espagne avec Paul Durand 

I’et! prochain. Ils ont des amis la-bas. Qui va en 
.. Espagne ? 



a. M. Morin. 

b. Paul Durand et ses amis, 
-c. Paul Durand et M. Morin. 



4 . Marie a achet! une robe. Elle voudrait bien aussi un 
impermeable et un manteau, mais comme il ne lui reste 
plus beaucoup d ? argent, elle ne les achete pas. Qu f est- 
ce qu*elle a achete? 

a. Eh impermeable et un manteau. 

-b. Une robe. 

c. Un impermeable, une robe et un manteau. 

Les Morin sont partis en vacancee. Ils sont alles chez 
leur ami a Cannes. Ils vont y rester tout le mois d f aout. 
ou est-ce qu*ils sont alles? 

-a* Ils sont alles chez leur ami. 

b. Ils sont alles chez leurs amis. 

c. Ils vont partir en vacances. 

6. Roger Dupont veut acheter des timbres. Au bureau de poste 
il trouve beaucoup de monde devant le guichet. II doit 
attendrs sonvtour. Qu* est-ce qu'il trouve? 

a. Il trouve des timbres. 

b. Il trouve le bureau de poste. 

-c. 11 trouve beaucoup de monde (devant le guichet). 
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?• II ' demand e des timbres a vingt-c'inq centimes a 1* employe. 

Qa lui fait tin franc c inquant e. Conibien de timbres 
est-ce qu’il achete? 

a. Vingt-cinq. 

b . Quatre . 

-c. Six. 

4 

8. Eh rentrant chez lui il demande au ccncierge s’il a des 
lettres pour lui. II lui donne une lettre qu’il attend 
depuis deux semaines'. II lui donne aussi ses journaux. 
Qu’estrce qu'il lui donne? 

-a. II lui donne ?ane lettre et des journaux. 

b. II lui donne une.I.lettre qu’il attend. 

c. Elle lui donne des journaux et une lettre. 

9 - Le frere de Roger 1* invite a passer les vacances avec lui 
au bord de la mer. II connalt un petit h6tel qui est 
tres bien et pas trop cher. Roger trouve que c’est une 
bonne idee. II va ecrire a son frere tout de suite. 

Qui est-ce qui 1* invite? 

a. Roger 1* invite. 

-b. Son frere 1’ invite, 
c. Son p&re 1* invite./ 

10. Roger va a, la gare de l’Est pour acheter des billets. 

II demande a Jean de l'accompagner. Comme il n’a pas 
grand* chose a, faire aujourd 3 hui il accepte volontiers. 
Pourquoi est-ce que Jean l’accompagne? 

-a. Il n* a pas beaucoup a faire. 

b. Il va acheter des billets. 

c'. Farce qu'il veut faire un tour. 

F. You will hear ten statements in French. After each statement 
there will be a question relating to it. From the possibilities 
on the answer sheet select the most appropriate answer to the 
question in relation to the statement. 

1. Philippe doit se rendre au bureau de M. Morin. Comme il 
n*a pas beaupoup de temps il dlcide de prendre le mltro. 

Il prlfere 1* autobus mais le m£tro va beaucoup plus vite. 

Il ne prend pas un taxi car il n’a pas beaucoup d 1 argent . 
Comment est-ce qu’il va au bureau de M. Morin? 

-a. Il prend le metro. 

b. Il prend 1' autobus. 

c. Il prend un taxi. 
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2. Le bureau de M. .Morin est au ei'nquieme etage. “ Philippe 
doit monter a pied car il n'y a pas d'ascenseur. Mais 
quan'd il arrive en haut il trouve que M. Morin n'est pas 
la. Le pauvrs Philippe, il n'est pas content. Qu' est- 
ce qu'il trouve? 

a. XI trouve qu'il n'y a pas d'ascenseur. 

b. Il trouve le bureau de M. Morin. 

-c • XI trouve que M. Morin est sorti. 

3’ Madame Lebegue est sortie tres tot ce matin. Elle a beau** 
coup de courses a faire. Elle doit aller d'abord a 
l'epic&rie. Ensuite elle doit aller a la boulangerie 
et a la cremerie. Qu est-ce qu'elle va d'abord? 

a. A la cremerie. 

-b. A l'epicerie. 

c. A la boulangerie. 

k. Jean invite Nicole a faire un petit tour avec lui, mais 
Me ole ne veut pas aller avec lui parce qu'il y a des 
nuages et il peut peut-gtre pleuvoir. Roger trouve qu'elle 
a raison. Xls vont rester ehez Nicole. Quel temps fait- 
il? 

a. XI pleut. 

-b. XI y a des nuages. 
o. Il fait beau. 

5* Anne a achete une nouvelle robe grise aux Galeries La- 
fayette • En rentrant elle passe par la chambre de son 
amie Nicole pour lui montrer sa robe. Nicole trouve 
qu'elle lui va tres bien. Le quelle couleur est la robe? 

a. Elle est rouge. 

b. Elle est bleue. 

-c. Elle est grise. 

6. Jean cherche une station de mStro. Il s'adresse a un 
passant pour se renseigner. Le monsieur lui dit de 
tourner a droite et qu'il y a une station juste en face 
du cinema. A qui est-ce qu'il s'adresse? 

a. A un agent. 

-b. A un passant. 

c. A une passante. 

7* Roger cherche une chambre meublle . Il en desire une pas 
trop loin de l'universite. Tons les jours il achete le 
journal et lit les annonces. Ou est-ce qu'il veut trouver 
une chambre? 
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-a. Pres de l'universite. 

b. Loin de l’universite. 

c. Tres loin de l’universite. 

8. Roger et^ Marie vont a la poste. 11s veulent envoyer un 
paquet a leur cousin qui habite a Paris . Pendant que 
Roger attend son tour devant le guichet Marie va a un 
autre guichet ou elle demande des jetons de telephone. 

Le paquet est pour qui? 

a. II est pour Marie. 

b. II est pour Roger. 

-c. II est pour leur cousin. 

9* Philippe n'est pas en classe depuis trois jours. Son ami 
Jean va ehez lui pour lui demander ce qui ne va pas. II 
trouve que Philippe a un petit rhume. Ce n’est pas grand- 
chose; il sera en classe dercain. Pourquoi est-ce que Jean 
va chez Philippe? 



a. Parce que Philippe est malade. 

-b. Pour lui demander ce qui ne va pas. 

c. Parce qu’il n’est pas en classe depuis trois jours. 

10. Mine Dupont va a Marseille. Elle va prendre un train direct 
ce soir. Avec les enfants e’est bien plus commode. Elle 
sera a Marseille a huit heures dix demain matin. Quand 
est-ce qu’elle arrive a Marseille? 

-a. A huit heures dix. 

b. A dix heures. 

c. Ce soir. 



II. Recognition of Grammatical Signals 



A. You will hear pairs of verb forms. In the blanks provided 
on the answer sheet indicate whether the forms are singular (S) 

or plural .(p;. Yhe members of a pair may be the same or dif- 
ferent . 



1. il sert, ils -servent 

2. il rend, il rend 

3* ils parten£, il part 

4. il fait, ils font 

5. il dit, ils disent 

6. ils vendent, il vend 

7* ils s or tent, il sort 

8. il finit, ils finissent 
9* il dort, ils dorment 
10. ils accompagnent, ils accompagnent 






